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CHAPTER I 


Demiurgy and other approaches to 
world-generation 


The theoretical background 


Speculation on world-generation has existed as long as humanity has been 
capable of rational thought. Indeed, ifone considers the existence of various 
cosmological myths spanning different cultures, it precedes the existence 
of any sort of ‘scientific methodology’. The search for an explanation of 
the generation of the world can be found both at the beginning of Greek 
science and philosophy in the speculations of the pre-Socratics, and in early 
Greek literature, exemplified by Hesiod’s Theogony. The present study 
examines the distinctly Platonic concept of demiurgy and its influence 
five to seven centuries after the dialogue in which it first appeared was 
composed. My main approach is diachronic: I firstly analyse Plato’s concept 
of the Demiurge as expressed in the Timaeus, and the interpretation of 
the dialogue by Aristotle, the Old Academy and modern commentators 
(Chapter 2). I also consider the principal philosophical problems which 
Plato bequeathed to his successors, before turning to the chief period under 
discussion, the first to third centuries aD (Chapters 3-9). This allows the 
principal metaphysical challenges posed by the Timaeus to be identified 
before considering the responses of subsequent interpreters. My policy 
throughout has been to structure the discussion around individual texts, 
rather than an intra-traditional organisation adopting a more thematic 
approach. This allows greater consideration of the aims of the text and 
the context in which it was composed than would otherwise be possible. 
A thematic approach might have a potentially distorting effect by not 
adequately evaluating the reliability of textual transmission (Numenius’ 
fragments and Origen’s Peri Archén are good examples) or obscuring the 
nature of a work. (In the case of the De Iside et Osiride, for example, it is 
important to note that Plutarch’s comments are made in the context of an 
exegesis of Egyptian myth.) 


2 Demiurgy and other approaches to world-generation 


It is fitting, though, firstly to elaborate the theoretical framework of the 
study here. In spite of Baltes’ Die Weltentstehung des platonischen Timaios 
nach den antiken Interpreten (1976)' and the research of Jan Opsomer and 
Franco Ferrari, there is an issue of whether demiurgy can be said to exist as a 
concept or whether we are simply dealing with unrelated and independent 
speculations relating to the generation of the cosmos, particularly since 
the Demiurge disappears from view under Plato’s successors. The first task 
facing us is to demonstrate that it is possible to trace the influence of the 
Timaeus upon concepts of world-generation, and to suggest the reasons 
underlying its return to popularity during the first to third centuries aD. 

Demiurgy can be described as world-generation via the ordering of 
pre-existent matter by an entity, sometimes represented as endowed with 
only limited abilities, according to some sort of model, so that the activ- 
ity is generally regarded as intellective, as opposed to the creatio ex nihilo 
envisaged in the Judaeo—Christian concept of creation, where God creates 
simply by willing it to happen. There are naturally some complexities in 
attempting to delineate both approaches to world-generation, which shall 
be dealt with later. I further contend that there are a range of subdivisions 
of demiurgy, depending on the sect by which, and the period in which, 
they were applied, even if historically dependent upon each other and all 
ultimately stemming from Plato’s myth in the Timaeus. So, for example, 
Neoplatonic demiurgy differs from its Middle Platonist counterpart in 
positing multiple demiurges, which function within triads. These demi- 
urges are assigned a highly circumscribed role, such as responsibility for 
partial or universal demiurgy at the encosmic or hypercosmic level. Even 
if this can be viewed as simply the development of already existent trends, 
it differs from what is found in Middle Platonist philosophers, since the 
system of world-generation posited by Plotinus is one of ‘procession’ and 
‘return’. So the One does not generate as the result of conscious activity, 
in the same way that the Demiurge does, but rather overflows, produc- 
ing the next ontological level, which orders itself in response to the One 
above. Similarly, the Gnostic conception differs in regarding the Demi- 
urge as either evil or ignorant and placing him in opposition to the First 
Principle. In Numenius, by contrast, the Demiurge collaborates with the 
First Principle. Admittedly, the Gnostic version is in many ways the ulti- 
mate development of Numenius’ insistence on a distinction between the 


" Baltes and Dorrie also collected and commented upon relevant Bausteine: especially relevant in this 
context are Bausteine 125-35 on the Theory of Forms, Bausteine 136-45 (the generation of the world) 
and Bausteine 146-50 (the elements) in Dérrie and Baltes 1998 and Baustein 159 (the generation of 
soul) in Dorrie and Baltes 2002. 
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First God, who is the First Principle and the Second God, who is the 
Demiurge. 

The situation is further complicated by the appropriation of aspects of 
demiurgy by members of the Judaeo—Christian tradition as a mechanism 
for providing a ‘scientific’ exegesis of the creational account of Genesis. The 
two most notable proponents are Philo and Origen, although St Basil is 
also influenced by demiurgy in his Hexaemeron and he, like Calcidius in 
his great commentary on the Timaeus, is more heavily influenced by the 
Middle Platonist variant, rather than by Neoplatonism.* Since a dichotomy 
even between Judaeo—Christian creation and Platonic demiurgy has not 
been observed, how then do we set about defining the concept? 

The first question is the issue of terminology. The noun demiourgos, 
‘craftsman’, and the verb demiourgein, ‘to labour like a craftsman’, are both 
frequently used by thinkers influenced by this concept. St Basil describes the 
world as demiourgia or craftsmanship. Since this term before Plato would 
have been somewhat strange to use in reference to God, we can identify 
in such terminology the influence of the Timaeus. This does not help 
with our definition, since it could be argued that Plato’s influence merely 
helped to develop a common language, without necessarily referring to 
an identical concept, and furthermore that this had simply become part 
of the philosophical heritage of the period, rather than as the result of 
any more extensive legacy. Indeed not all accounts which are influenced 
by demiurgy refer to their instrumental cause as a Demiurge. Numenius 
clearly posits a demiurgic figure, even though he refers to him as a Second 
God. Philo’s demiurgic entity is called the Logos and Origen’s instrumental 
cause is the Son-Logos (although he applies the title of ‘Demiurge’ to the 
Father and describes the Son as the ‘immediate Demiurge’). Calcidius also 
never uses the Latin loan-word demiurgus to translate the Greek demiourgos 
and in both his translation and his commentary prefers to use words like 
opifex or fabricator. Using the imagery of craftsmanship to represent a 
divine entity when describing world-generation might seem like a more 
promising definition. That runs into difficulties when one considers that 
God in the creation accounts of Genesis (Gen. 1:1-2:4a and Gen. 2:4bff) is 
described as a potter or builder and clearly we are not dealing with either 
the ordering of pre-existent matter or a text influenced by the Timaeus. 

In spite of this, analysis of the texts reveals a shared heritage, not 
just amongst Middle Platonist thinkers, but even in the Christian and 


> St Basil uses the demiurgic image to highlight God’s sympathy for artisans, since He is one too and 
presents the Son as the demiurgic power, while the Father is the final cause, much like Origen, even 
if elsewhere in the Hexaemeron he adopts an anti-philosophical stance. See O’Brien, C. S.: 2011. 
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Gnostic traditions. However, beyond stating that the Demiurge performs 
the intellective activity of ordering matter, which is pre-existent, according 
to a model which is also pre-existent and that this ordering takes place 
on rational lines, i.e. according to geometric or mathematical principles, 
there is no coherent system of demiurgy. What can be demonstrated is 
that the thinkers surveyed here are influenced by the Timaeus, rather than 
presenting unrelated speculations on world-generation. Clearly Philo and 
Origen’s understanding of the Creation does not derive entirely from the 
spontaneous sort of activity described in the Biblical accounts, and their 
attempt to integrate a noetic realm with the Genesis account can only have 
arisen under Platonic influence. 

Demiurgy cannot be reduced to a single, coherent pattern, since the 
motif was exploited by such a range of thinkers. Even within Platonism, 
Plutarch and Atticus do not demote the Demiurge to a second-rank figure 
as Numenius does. However, the unity of my thesis is that while there 
are different representations of demiurgy, this is as a result of divergent 
readings of the Timaeus. Therefore, the present study is justified, not just 
because it examines the Nachleben of one of Western philosophy’s most 
influential works, but because it reveals the use made of Plato to solve 
an important question: how did the world as we know it come to be?? 
However, that does not mean a range of atomised opinions. Certain trends 
emerge. Frequently, for example, the Demiurge produces the world as the 
result of his goodness. He desires that the world should be as good as 
possible, and achieves this by bringing order to the disordered elements. 
The Demiurge may also function as an intermediary between the higher, 
noetic world and the sublunar, material realm.* However, any attempt at a 
definition does not exhaust the complexity of the demiurgic notion or truly 
account for the various ways in which it is exploited. It is also misleading 
to represent those who exploit the motif as conceiving demiurgy as part of 
a coherent system; rather they respond differently to the questions raised 
and the intellectual challenges posed by the Timaeus. Modern exegeses of 
the dialogue have similarly failed to reach a consensus. 


Influence of the Stoic Logos 


Having attempted to define demiurgy and having at least managed to 
delineate some of its most pervasive features, the next step is to consider 


3 The Timaeus also raises the subsidiary question: why was it designed that way? 
4 O’Brien, C. S.: 2007b, 60 
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why such an approach to world-generation should prove inconsequential 
in the Old Academy, only to re-emerge again in the first century aD. 
Demiurgy ceased to be of interest within the Old Academy, since it no 
longer favoured the Theory of Forms, without which there is not much 
need for a Demiurge to instantiate Forms in the material realm. The 
Demiurge’s return to prominence, on the other hand, may be traced to 
the fact that he proved useful in the academic climate of the first to third 
centuries, as a means of accommodating dualistic systems which were 
popular during this period. 

In any case, the Demiurge did not simply disappear, but persisted in 
the Stoic concept of the Logos, as a rational divine element which assisted 
with the better ordering of the world. This Stoic contribution to the inter- 
pretation of the Timaeus has been conclusively demonstrated by Gretchen 
Reydams-Schils’ 1999 study Demiurge and Providence. It might appear 
counterintuitive to suggest that the Stoics played an important role in 
cosmological theory, since they displayed such limited interest in the area 
in the period following Posidonius. However, this is mainly due to their 
reliance on the doxographical codification of their viewpoints, and, as 
Lapidge points out, the resultant lack of an adequate expertise in cosmol- 
ogy to respond to the criticisms of figures like Plutarch leaves us with a 
highly biased account of the technical level of Stoic cosmology.’ The Stoics 
were also less interested in cosmology once it seemed to be less important 
for achieving their ethical objectives. Cosmology could be justified if the 
telos of life was to bring oneself into harmony with the cosmos, but as 
the Stoics began to adopt an increasingly more realistic understanding of 
the minor role which man played in the cosmos as a whole, interest in this 
discipline waned. The Stoics, though, are an important intermediary stage 
in the development and transmission of demiurgy. 

Plato in the 7imaeus presents world-generation in two different ways, 
the more famous of which is the account of a Craftsman-god toiling at 
fashioning the universe, and the description of Reason and Necessity can 
be regarded as complementary to this. The second, less celebrated image is 
a biological one — the Receptacle is described as the mother and nurse of all. 
The Stoics use the language of the technological image, but ultimately reject 
it in favour of the biological one, which is enriched with appropriations 
from Aristotle’s theory of sexual generation. In his important article ‘Nature 
as Craftsman in Greek Thought’, Friedrich Solmsen demonstrates that 
both images of world-generation, that of craftsmanship and procreation, 


5 Lapidge: 1973, 240 
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actually precede Plato, but the primary model in Greek cosmogony is 
the biological one. This is illustrated by the marriages of various deities 
in the earliest Greek cosmogony which we possess: Hesiod’s Theogony. 
However, it should be noted that both there and in the Works and Days, 
Hephaestus fashions the first woman, meaning that both technical and 
biological concepts co-exist from the beginning of Greek speculations in 
this area. 

Empedocles too uses an image that can be regarded as demiurgic in 
his description of earth ‘receiving in broad melting pots two portions of 
water and four of fire’.° Plato’s Demiurge echoes elements of Anaxagoras’ 
Nous to the extent that they are both ordering Intellects. As Anaxagoras 
comments ‘mind also devised this orderly revolution in which now the 
stars, the sun and the moon revolve’.’ Despite this, Solmsen concludes 
that ‘the Demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus is a conception much too original to 
be explained as a synthesis of earlier thinkers’ ideas’.* It is not that Plato’s 
Demiurge is merely a Mind that orders, rather he is capable of deliberately 
pursuing rational choices in order to further his objectives. For example, 
he chooses a skull constructed of bone, rather than flesh, as this will endow 
humans with greater rational capacity, thereby furthering his objective of 
a cosmos with increased order and intelligibility (77m. 75b). 

The Stoics distinguish between an active and a passive principle, which 
can be described in various ways — as God or Logos and matter or as fire and 
moisture. Despite this, the Stoics adopt a monistic approach, similar to 
that of the pre-Socratics. Their two principles do not exist independently 
of each other and the distinction is essentially just one which is made 
in thought, rather than observable in actuality. While it may seem evident 
that that which acts could not possibly have much of a role to play without 
that which is acted upon, such an argument provides another weapon in 
the arsenal of those engaged in polemical attacks against the Stoics, who are 
already vulnerable as a result of what appears to be a failure to differentiate 
properly between principles, such as God and matter, and elements, such 
as fire and water. 

In any case, the Stoics account for two of the principles of the Timaeus, 
but positively reject its third principle, the Forms. In their version, God is 
immanent: 


The Stoics also criticise Plato for having said that since the models of all 
things exist in a venerable, pre-existent and ancient substance, the sensible 


6 Er 31b Diels-Kranz, trans. Solmsen. 
7 Fr. 59b12 Diels-Kranz, trans. Solmsen. 8 Solmsen: 1963, 480 
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world was made by God according to an immortal model. For, in fact, 
there is no need for an immortal model, according to them, since the 
seminal reason, which pervades another nature, which takes hold of it and 
apprehends it, has brought forth the whole world and everything which is 
in it. (Calcidius, In Tim., 294, p. 296, 1-162) 


The Stoic model is a different one: there is no separation between God 
and his product, since Reason works from within Matter. Once Matter is 
regarded as passive, it detracts somewhat from God’s accomplishment. He 
no longer has to labour at world-generation and it becomes an effortless 
activity. This immanence can be regarded as a failure to distinguish between 
God and Matter: “The Stoics believed that God is either matter or is even 
an inseparable quality of matter and that he passes through matter just 
as semen through the genitals’ (Calcidius, /n. Tim. 294, p. 296, 19-297.3 
(= SVF 1.87)). The terminology does, however, reveal the influence of the 
Platonist demiurgic image. One has to only consider passages such as ‘fire, 
functioning as a craftsman [technikés] proceeds on a course towards genera- 
tion (SVF 1.171 = DL 7.156; cf: SVF 2.1027), fire referring to God or nature. 
Similarly, God is described as ‘producing like a craftsman (Snwioupyeiv) 
every single thing throughout all matter’ (DL 7.134). As Zeno comments: 
‘whatever in the execution of our craftsmanship is carried out by hand, 
Nature accomplishes much more skilfully, by the crafting fire, so to speak, 
the teacher of the remaining crafts’ (SVF 1.171 = Cicero, ND 11.57). 

The parallel in the Stoic mind between cosmogony and procreation is 
evident: ‘just as the sperm is contained in the engendering fluid, in such a 
manner does God, as the generative Jogos (reason/forming principle) of the 
cosmos, remain behind in the moisture making matter easy to work for 
Him for the subsequent generation’ (DL 7.136). An important mediator 
between the technological and biological images is Aristotle, who referred 
to the sperm as a craftsman at GA 1.22.730bs—32.? He also compares 
the seed to a moving tool which can bring form to matter through its 
motion (though by this Aristotle means the actualisation of a potentiality). 
Aristotle notes ‘it does not make a difference to say “engendering fluid” or 
“movement responsible for the growth of each of the parts”. For the logos 
(formative principle) of the movement is the same’ (GA 4.3.767b18—-20). 
Despite Aristotle’s criticism of the demiurgic model, he everywhere betrays 
its influence. He distinguishes between Reason and Necessity, as Plato does, 
and numerous details, such as the diaphragm serving as a partition between 
the exalted and more degraded parts of the body are clearly drawn from 


9 Todd: 1978, 144; Hahm: 1977, 73. 
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the Timaeus.'° Aristotle compares pneuma to a multifunctional instrument 
(polychreston organon) in GA s, where it is also described as a hammer or 
anvil. As Solmsen notes, even in his disagreements with Plato, Aristotle 
betrays his influence: Plato asserts at Tim. 74a7—d2 that flesh was produced 
as a protective covering for bone, whereas Aristotle at PA 2.9 inverts this 
by claiming that bone was designed as a support for flesh.’* 

For Aristotle, there was no need to posit a craftsman who worked upon 
nature, but rather nature itself was capable of directing itself towards a 
teleological function: ‘wherever there is an end (¢elos), the preceeding and 
subsequent steps are undertaken for the sake of this end. For just as in 
(human) undertakings, so too in nature, and as it is in nature, so it is in 
(human) undertakings, if nothing prevents it. And (human) undertakings 
aim at an end and nature too aims at an end’ (Arist. Phys. 2.8.199a8ff). 
Even though there is no need for the image of a Demiurge, nature itself in 
Aristotle’s account is envisaged as working like a craftsman, with analogies 
drawn from a variety of occupations. As Solmsen notes, each of these 
analogies tends to be self-contained; there is no attempt to assemble them 
within a coherent overarching scheme, as Plato does with the Demiurge. 
To be more accurate, it is not that nature works like a craftsman, but that 
craftsmen imitate nature (as stated at Phys. 2.8.199a15ff-)* and also at Phys. 
2.8.199a12/f:: ‘if a house were made by nature, it would come into being as 
now it does by craftsmanship and if those things which nature produces 
were not generated only by nature, but also by craftsmanship, they would 
be generated just as they are by nature.’ This does not imply that nature 
considers the ‘end’ of its productions, as Plato’s Demiurge does; the spider 
does not do so when it weaves a web or the swallow when it builds its nest.'* 
Solmsen sees a further trace of Aristotle’s Academic heritage in his choice 
of the term 8An to mean matter, although the term literally means wood, 
but this is an obvious choice for the material of a craftsman, particularly if 
one envisages him as a carpenter fabricating a bed, as Plato does at Rep. x. 

Aristotle applied this conception of nature to his theory of sexual genera- 
tion. The father does not supply any material content to his offspring; that 
is supplied by the mother. The father’s contribution is to shape this material 
‘just as from the carpenter nothing passes into the timber, his material, and 
no physical part of the art of carpentry is present in the product, what is 


*© Solmsen: 1963 cites numerous examples of these similarities: On the distinction between Reason 


and Necessity, ‘Nature is in the class of purpose clauses’, Arist. Phys. 2.198b10ff- 
1 GA 5.8.789b6—13 2 Solmsen: 1963, 486 
3 As Solmsen points out (Solmsen: 1963, 488) a similar attitude is expressed in Democritus 68B154. 
™ Solmsen: 1963, 488 
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due to the carpenter is the shape and form...’ (GA 1.22.730b9-15, trans. 
Solmsen). 

By using this biological theory, the Stoics can present world-generation 
in terms of sexual intercourse: 


Zeus, mindful of Aphrodite and genesis, grew softer and having arrived at 
this point and having extinguished much of his light, he turned himself 
into fiery air of a milder fire. And having engaged in intercourse with 
Hera... he ejected the complete engendering fluid of the universe. And 
he made the substance (owsia) wet, a single seed of the universe, running 
through it himself, just like the moulding and demiurgic breath (pnewma) 
in the engendering fluid. At this point, he is composed so as to resemble 
most closely the other living beings, since he might be accurately said to 
be composed of soul and body. He then easily shaped and moulded the 
remaining things, having poured the smooth and soft substance around 
himself. (SVF 2.622 = Dio Chrysost. Or. xxxvt $55) 


So the Stoics drew not just upon Aristotelian biological theory and the 
biological theory of the Timaeus, but also upon the Greek cosmogonical 
tradition, to form their cosmobiology. After all, the idea of equating fire 
with Logos can be found in Heraclitus. While they reject a demiurgic 
model, the imprint of the Timaeus can easily be observed. Plato too regards 
the cosmos as a living being. Like Plato, the Stoics also drew a distinction 
between two cosmic levels. Again, it is problematic to see how one might 
draw such a divide in a pantheistic system, if God is meant to be immanent 
in all of matter, although the Stoics are able to explain it through parallelism 
with the human soul: ‘mind pervades every part of it, just as the soul 
pervades our bodies. But some parts it pervades to a greater extent and 
others less. Some parts it passes through as a ‘hexis’ or bond, just like the 
bones and sinews and through other parts like mind, just like the command 
centre’ (SVF 2.634 = DL 7.138). 

This command centre or hégemonikon is the Stoic equivalent of the 
Platonic intellect, where pueuma, used as an equivalent of God or Logos in 
certain contexts, occurs in such a concentration that it provides the ability 
to think.” It therefore exists in the human soul (SVF 2.458), meaning that 
for the Stoics, as for Plato, the human soul is a microcosm of the world. 
The idea of the world being regulated by a pneuma is clearly influenced by 
the notion of the Platonic World-Soul, which is the metaphysical system 
Plato posits in the Timaeus, if one decides to demythologise the Demiurge. 
Zeno drew a distinction between heavenly fire, where he located God (SVF 


'S Lapidge: 1973, 171 
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1.154) and the sublunar realm, and Chrysippus too observed a distinction, 
even if his pronouncements are a little confusing, locating God both in the 
aether (SVF 2.579) and in the purest part of the aether (SVF 2.644), though 
naturally both of these statements can be regarded as consistent. 

So the basic Stoic position is that a 1p Texvikdv, a crafting-fire, trans- 
forms part of itself into water or matter and that subsequently acting upon 
this it produces the four elements, and at the end of the cosmic cycle the 
universe dissolves back again into a 1Up TexviKév which consumes it. It 
is easy to see that such a position creates numerous problems: (1) How 
can fire and water be regarded as principles and subsequently as elements? 
(2) The Stoic concept of ekpyrosis resolves an issue that Plato had left live 
in the 7imaeus, namely why God should spontaneously decide to generate 
the world, by contextualising it as an event within a cosmic cycle, but it 
does not manage to escape from related weaknesses. What does God do 
in the period between ekpyrosis and world-generation? (3) From a Platonist 
perspective, there is a difficulty with God’s immanence in the world and 
his operation directly upon matter, without mediation. 

To be fair, the Stoic system does have the advantage of ensuring that if 
Providence is immanent in the world, the way the cosmos is ordered is the 
best sort of arrangement," (or if one wishes to be pessimistic, it is a matter 
of indifference, but any other arrangement would equally be a matter of 
indifference). Plato, admittedly, regards the Demiurge as producing the 
best possible world, but it is a world where the Demiurge is constrained by 
factors outside of his control. As Cicero’s Epicurean at De Natura Deorum 
1.19 comments in a mocking reference to the Platonists, it does appear 
to be beneath God’s dignity to have to labour at world-generation. The 
Demiurge seems to be a particularly unfortunate image, when one of the 
advantages of positing a Demiurge in the first place is that it can be used 
to avoid placing the First Principle in parts of the cosmos which might be 
regarded as beneath its dignity to go: 


For you yourselves are accustomed to say that there is nothing which is 
impossible for a god to achieve, and without any labour, just as the limbs of 
a man are moved without a struggle by his mind and desire, in this way you 
say that the power of the gods can shape and move and change things. And 
you do not say this as a superstition or old wives’ tale, but as a scientific and 
consistent account; for the matter of things, from which and in which all 
things are, is entirely flexible and changeable, so that there is nothing which 
cannot, however suddenly, be formed and changed out of it and the shaper 


6 Long: 2010, 47 
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and the regulator of this universal material is divine providence, therefore 
wherever Providence moves it is able to achieve whatever it wishes. (Cicero, 


ND 3.92) 


The influence of the Stoic Logos can be clearly seen in Philo, Plutarch and 
Origen’s conception of the Demiurge (even if in the case of Plutarch it can 
be conceived of as a reaction against the Stoics). 

Additionally, the Demiurge in the first to third centuries is represented as 
an intermediate entity, midway between matter and the Forms. For Plato, 
the Demiurge is a paradigm himself, even though he looks to a model. 
He fashions the cosmos like himself (77m. 29e), and in the procession of 
souls in the Phaedrus (252d), each soul follows the god who is its paradigm. 
As Doherty points out, though, there is an ambiguity in Plato concerning 
whether the paradigm exists in the mind of the artisan or whether it is an 
external model.” For example, at Rep. vi.so1b, the legislator uses nature 
and just men as his models, yet at 561e, the democratic man has the 
models of different sorts of constitutions within himself. The issue seems 
to become more of a problem under Aristotelian influence. For Aristotle, 
the paradigm referred to the Logos immanent in the mind of the artisan 
at Physics (194b24) and Metaphysics (1013427). So irrespective of whether 
the Forms are considered as a separate noetic world, or as the thoughts of 
God (as the Middle Platonists would have it), the Demiurge ‘must possess 
them intentionally in order to act efficiently.” So only once these Forms 
enter into the mind of the Demiurge can he function as a Demiurge. 
This aspect of the Demiurge’s activity is illustrated by his contemplation 
of the Forms, as found, for example, in Numenius. This intermediate 
role is relevant in accounting both for the Demiurge’s original activity of 
world-generation (if one posits a temporal creation) and the mechanics of 
demiurgy (the manner in which the Demiurge engages in the continuous 
ordering of matter to ensure the functioning of the world). It is particularly 
problematic for Christian thinkers, who adopt the Demiurge, to explain 
the Demiurge’s intermediate status, before the exact position of Christ 


within the Trinity had been defined. 


The Christian aspect 


Alongside the twin models of demiurgy and biology, Stoicism and Platon- 
ism both display the attempt to grapple with the issues of God’s transcen- 
dence or immanence. To put it simply, the more involved in the world 


7 Doherty: 1960, 62 8 Doherty: 1960, 63 9 Kroll, 1902. Cf Doherty: 1960, 58 


12 Demiurgy and other approaches to world-generation 


God is, the more his ‘otherness’ and separation from the world becomes 
obscured, whereas the more one emphasises his transcendence, the greater 
the difficulty in explaining how God works on the world and the greater the 
risk of regarding him as completely isolated from us and with little concern 
for the material realm. This problem perplexed not just Greek philoso- 
phers, but caused even greater difficulty for Christian thinkers, who are 
faced with the Incarnation as a radical divine intervention in the material 
realm. It has still proved difficult to explain Christ’s involvement in creation 
to the present day: the term ‘cosmic Christ’, which can refer to Christ as an 
‘instrument in God’s creative activity’ (amongst other meanings), only goes 
back to the 1960s and its antecedents to the 1830s.*° This belies a history 
of attempts to reconcile God’s creative activity with ‘scientific’ theories; the 
endeavours of Origen to explain it in terms of Greek cosmology can be 
regarded as the antecedent for the work of the French Jesuit Pierre Teilhard 
de Chardin, who similarly sought to develop a Christology which would 
take account of contemporary cosmological views.”' (The comparison is 
made more poignant by the hostility which they both faced within the 
Church, as well as the attempts to suppress their work.) 

The Christians are further forced to explain Jesus’ relationship to God. 
Did he remain God, but simply appear human (Docetism), in which 
case he never suffered, but only appeared to, undermining the nature of his 
sacrifice and denying his humanity? Perhaps he was just a man (Ebionitism), 
although one can claim that he was adopted by God during his baptism 
at the Jordan?** Here one either denies Christ’s divinity or if one regards 
his divinity as accorded by God through Adoptionism, it means that Jesus 
was not divine by nature. If there is an advantage to asserting that Jesus 
is either a man or God (but not both), it is that it allows his nature to be 
explained without having recourse to metaphysics.” 

It is easy to see why Christians might not be keen to embrace either 
position. Jesus’ humanity and divinity are both core Christian beliefs, 
stressed in the New Testament writers, and to emphasise either one at the 
expense of the other seems to undermine Biblical authority. If Jesus is truly 
regarded as the Son of God (rather than interpreting this as a title), the Son 
must have existed before the Incarnation (since Christians, amongst others, 


© Lyons: 1982, 1 *t Lyons: 1982, 5 

2 By regarding Jesus as adopted as lord of the angels, the Ebionites clearly regard Jesus as more than 
an ordinary man, although the term Ebionitism is probably applied in Christological discourse in 
an historically inaccurate sense, which also implies that they had no metaphysical ideas. Cf Spence: 
2008, II-I2. 
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believe in the immutability of God).** This difficulty explains the appeal 
of a figure such as the Demiurge, particularly once Justin Martyr identified 
the Son with the Logos of God, a concept already existing in Jewish thought. 
Such an identification has numerous advantages. The Logos, according to 
Justin, had revealed the nature of God to pagan thinkers (to a limited 
extent) in the past and by becoming Incarnate, had made him known to 
those who embraced Christianity. It explained both the pre-existence of 
the Son and how the Son could be related to the godhead and yet preserve 
monotheism. Just as when someone utters a word, it can be viewed as 
having a separate existence and yet remaining part of him, the same is the 
case with the Word of God. The Hebrew term is dabar, meaning both 
‘word’ and ‘deed’ — this allows both concepts to be more firmly united:” 
God revealed himself through his Word, but also his act (the Incarnation). 

However, such an identification can be regarded as creating problems 
of its own: ‘it gave metaphysical significance to an historical faith, it drew 
into the domain of cosmology and religious philosophy a person who had 
appeared in time and space... Most of us regard this identification as inad- 
missible, because the way in which we perceive the world and ethics does 
not point to the existence of any /ogos at all.’*° Spence essentially refers to a 
similar problem when he comments in reference to Christians worshipping 
both one God and an historical figure that ‘most Jews and Muslims regard 
such devotion to an historical person as both absurd and impious, if not 
blasphemous. Christians seem generally far less conscious of just how odd 
or paradoxical their religion looks from the outside.’*” (Christians can, of 
course, turn this to their advantage. The Logos was involved in the material 
realm during creation and in making God known, to a limited extent, to 
the Jews and pagans before Christ. The Incarnation becomes just a con- 
tinuation of this divine activity, rather than a manifestation of the divine 
nature’s alteration.) 

Once such an identification is made, theories concerning Christ need to 
explore metaphysical options. It also means that the figure of the Demiurge 
was of interest to those attempting to explain Christ’s interaction on the 
world. Since Philo had already posited the Logos as a mediating instru- 
ment, drawing upon Jewish thought, as well as the Stoic concept of the 
logos spermatikos and the Platonic Demiurge, there was already a basis for 
explaining Christ’s activity in terms of a secondary, mediating entity, once 
the Son and Logos had been identified (as in Origen’s Son-Logos). This 


4 Actually Tertullian avoids this when he states ‘God can change into all things and still remain as he 
is’ (De Carne Christi 3.46). 
*5 Smulders: 1968, 8 26 von Harnack: 1900, 128 °7 Spence: 2008, 3 
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also allowed Christian thinkers to draw upon Platonic formulations for 
preserving God’s transcendence, while explaining his interaction on the 
world (through the form of divine mediators). 

There is of course an overlap in methodology between the approaches 
of those operating within a Biblical tradition, such as Philo and Origen, 
and pagans such as Numenius. Philo with his theories concerning God 
and the Logos, Origen with his epinoiai and Numenius in his doctrine 
of three gods posit modes of divinity; the positing of hypostases was an 
important technique during the first to third centuries.** In many ways, it is 
a natural mechanism for preserving divine transcendence while explaining 
demiurgic activity upon matter. This modalistic approach allows greater 
cohesion: as Numenius puts it ‘all is in all, but in each appropriately to 
its nature.’*? As Kenny notes, this ‘telescoping’ of metaphysical levels into 
each other, coupled with the connections posited between them helps to 
maintain the relationship between them.’° This technique has obvious 
utilty for those committed to a monotheistic world-view and explains its 
popularity amongst those of a Jewish or Christian background. Rather 
than each mode representing a separate god, it can be used as a mechanism 
to distinguish between degrees of divinity.** Obviously, in Gnosticism, the 
opposite tendency prevails and the Demiurge is completely separated from 


the godhead. 


Thinkers investigated and criteria for selection 


In tracing the development of this concept, my aim has been to consider 
thinkers from a range of traditions who taken as a group illustrate the variety 
of speculations on world-generation underpinned by the Timaeus. This 
explains the perhaps surprising inclusion of Maximus of Tyre. Although 
he deals with the topic in a superficial manner, he does provide good 
evidence for the understanding of demiurgy in Middle Platonism. The 
Chaldean Oracles, though replete with a satisfying, complex system of 
divine mediators, such as Teletarchs, Connectors and lynges, have not 
been included, precisely because, although figures such as Porphyry or 
Damascius regarded them as carrying the same authority as Plato’s Timaeus, 
their significance is felt to a greater extent on these later Neoplatonists 
than upon the period in question, contrasting with the situation regarding 
Gnosticism. 


8 Kenny: 1991, 58f 79 Fr. 41, trans. Kenny. 
3° Kenny: 1991, 65-6 3* Kenny: 1991, 72 
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It suffices to note some points of interest regarding the Chaldean Oracles. 
Firstly, the Chaldean supreme God resembles the Numenian First God in 
so far as he is a self-contemplating intellect. Secondly, while the tortuous 
ontological scheme parallels the same phenomenon in Gnosticism, these 
divine mediators are evocative of the Platonic world of the Forms. For 
example, the Iynges resemble the thoughts of God. Despite the points 
of Middle Platonist re-evaluation of Plato’s metaphysics illustrated by the 
Chaldean Oracles, it has seemed preferable to focus rather on the Gnostic 
and Hermetic traditions. 

A further investigation on the influence of the Timaeus upon Philo 
after Runia’s magisterial monograph might seem to require justification. 
However, an analysis of the development of the demiurgic concept in 
Middle Platonism could not be said to be complete without an analysis 
of the originality (or lack thereof) of Philo’s contribution. This is more 
evidently the case in a study of demiurgy in the Christian, Gnostic and 
Hermetic traditions, since Philo can to a certain extent be viewed as a link 
between these ‘Biblical’ or ‘pseudo-Biblical’ traditions and mainstream 
Greek philosophy. Philo is treated in his chronological position, which 
has resulted in him being somewhat separated from other interpreters of 
Genesis, but also helps to highlight his somewhat unusual position and the 
rather strange circumstance that the first witness to the notion of demiurgy 
in later Platonism is not, strictly speaking, a Platonist at all. 

It might be felt (and with a certain degree of reason, I might add) that not 
enough attention has been paid to the role of soul in world-generation and 
its interaction with the sensible realm.” Such a topic would be extensive 
enough to form the basis for a monograph in its own right. Although the 
Demiurge does produce (or distills) soul and then inserts it into matter 
(assuming that one accepts the demiurgic myth), Plato never concerns 
himself excessively with the interaction of soul upon matter. Although soul 
is assigned a central role in Laws x, a detailed account of the manner in 
which it fulfilfs its functions is not supplied. It has also been less of concern 
amongst the thinkers assembled here, though Origen does consider the 
matter and Plutarch in the De Jside et Osiride appears to touch upon it. 
In my defence, I have focused upon the issues which most exercised the 
interest of ‘the heirs of Plato’, to borrow Dillon’s phrase, which I examine 
here: issues such as the causality of the Demiurge and the functioning of 
secondary gods and divine mediators within their metaphysical systems. 


? For the development of the doctrine of soul in the Platonic tradition, see Dillon and El-Kaisy- 
Friemuth: 2009, Deuse: 1985 and Dorrie and Baltes: 1998. 
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On the issue of soul, Plato was more concerned with the role it played in 
relation to Time and Eternity than upon matter, but this issue is largely 
ignored by the Middle Platonist period, although it did influence the 
Neoplatonic theory of soul. 

I have identified the following main areas where the influence of the 
Demiurge of the Timaeus may be most strongly discerned: (1) the relation 
of the Demiurge to the First Principle, (2) the actual causality of the 
Demiurge and his interaction with matter, (3) the ontological status of the 
Forms, (4) the question of the origin of evil and (5) other factors which 
limit the influence of the Demiurge (such as Providence, Necessity or 
other entities). However, it is not always practical to deal with each of these 
aspects in the precise order outlined above. 

Indeed, this schema is perhaps somewhat misleading since it implies a 
degree of systematisation in theorising about the Demiurge, which could 
not be said to be present in each of the instances examined. Most notable 
in this regard are the Gnostic and Hermetic traditions, inclusion of which 
requires some justification, since it would seem to stray beyond the bound- 
aries of philosophy or classical philology into the realm of heresiology or 
comparative religion. However, the increase of our knowledge of Gnosti- 
cism and Hermetism has been one of the most exciting twentieth-century 
developments in this area. While the Nag Hammadi Library was discov- 
ered in 1945, it was only as recently as 1977 that publication commenced. 
Even the great works of Festugiére (1950) and Jonas (1958 and 1963) were 
unable to wholly take into account the Nag Hammadi corpus, and it has 
fallen to a new generation of Gnostic scholars to consider the full impact 
of these works. Indeed, academic prejudice and a quasi-religious disdain 
for ‘heretical’ texts considerably undermined research into this area and 
the only thoroughly ‘modern’ studies of Gnosticism with implications 
for Platonism have been Pétrement’s A Separate God (1991) and the 
1997 study edited by Van den Broek and Hanagraaf: Gnosis and Hermetism— 
From Antiquity until Modern Times. Bentley Layton and John Turner 
have not only been important commentators, contextualising the Gnostic 
phenomenon within its intellectual milieu, but have also played a major 
role in making these texts available; one has only to think of Layton’s 
The Gnostic Scriptures (1987) or Turner’s valuable translations and com- 
mentaries for The Nag Hammadi Library in English (1977) or The Coptic 
Gnostic Library (1990).** 

33. The original French study was published in 1984. 


34 Turner's translations and commentaries include The Book of Thomas the Contender, the Interpretation 
of Knowledge, A Valentinian Exposition, Allogenes, Hypsiphrone and The Trimorphic Protennoia, in 
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The same phenomenon can be observed with the Corpus Hermeticum, 
which dropped out of the ambit of classical scholarship after Casaubon 
discovered that it was not as old as it claimed to be. This changed when a 
Coptic version found at Nag Hammadi forced a reappraisal. To a certain 
extent, justifying the Gnostic and Hermetic traditions as a serious subject 
of academic study would appear to be a moot point after John Dillon’s The 
Middle Platonists (1977), which rehabilitated the ‘Platonic Underworld’, 
the intellectual milieu of several Gnostic thinkers, as a legitimate subject 
for research. I have concentrated almost exclusively on Valentinus in my 
survey of Gnosticism, since he represents the Gnostic branch with the 
greatest concentration of Platonic elements. 

In brief, the combination of thinkers analysed here represents the various 
traditions which attempted to make the 7imaeus or the concepts expressed 
therein their own. Not only can one observe an attempt in subsequent 
thinkers to explain or to resolve the philosophical issues raised by the 
dialogue, which can occasionally sit uncomfortably with the desire to 
reconcile it with a particular tradition or allegiance; one also observes the 
emergence of certain trends throughout its progression. The separation of 
the demiurgic function from the role of the highest principle, beginning 
with Numenius (although it can be traced right back to the Young Gods 
of the Timaeus), leads to the emergence of an increasingly elaborate chain 
of entities insulating the highest principle from the Demiurge. In a sense, 
both the Christian tradition and Platonism bring this development to an 
end. For Christianity, multiple creators could easily be accommodated by 
the framework of the Trinity (although careless formulations can seem to 
undermine the role of the Father as final cause), while the Neoplatonist 
notion of automatic emanation by the One effectively broke away from 
the concept of the Demiurge as the primary agent of world-generation 
altogether. 


The Nag Hammadi Library in English; third completely revised edition, ed. R. Smith and J. M. 
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x1, xu and xi in The Coptic Gnostic Library Edited with English Translation, Introduction and Notes; 
ed. C. W. Hedrick, Nag Hammadi Studies 28, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1990, reprinted in Vol. 5 of The 
Coptic Gnostic Library: A Complete Edition of the Nag Hammadi Codices, Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1981-90. 


CHAPTER 2 


Plato’s Timaeus, the original concept of the 
Demiurge and the exegesis of the dialogue 


The Timaeus 


According to a malicious story which seems to have originated with the 
satirist Timon of Phlius (c. 325-235 Bc), Plato was so desperate to learn 
Pythagorean metaphysics that he paid ‘many pieces of silver’ (apparently a 
hundred minae) for a book of little worth, which he then attempted to pass 
off as his own. This anecdote illustrates the regard in which the Timaeus 
was held in antiquity — although non-Platonists regarded it as ‘worthless’, 
they still saw it as important enough to attack). Even at the height of the 
Renaissance, Raphael could envisage Plato in The School of Athens, carrying 
the ‘Timeo’ under his arm and pointing with his upraised index-finger to 
the sky, indicating his contribution to metaphysics. 

To a certain extent, the 7zmaeus had a disproportionate influence upon 
subsequent Platonism, partly due to the perception that it was Plato’s only 
‘physical’ dialogue, but more importantly because in the medieval period 
(until the thirteenth century) the tenets of Plato were known, mainly from 
a Latin version of the first two-thirds of the dialogue by Calcidius and the 
Consolatio of Boethius, as well as an exegesis of Cicero’s Somnium Scipi- 
onis by Macrobius, both of which drew heavily upon the Timaeus. The 
Neoplatonists regarded it as one of only two perfect dialogues:' perfect 
because it dealt with the highest aspects of metaphysics. Perhaps the only 
individual of note to dispute the authenticity of the work was the German 
philosopher Schelling, in Philosophie und Religion (Werke v. 36), because he 
disliked its dualism. However, Schelling later recanted his ‘heresy’ (Werke 
vii 371) in deference to Boeckh.* In spite of this, comparatively little was 
published on the 7imaeus in the early twentieth century. The most notable 
exceptions were the commentaries by A. E. Taylor (1928) and FE. M. Corn- 
ford (1937), although one might mention that the dialogue has returned to 
greater prominence in recent years. 


' The other is the Parmenides. > Taylor: 1928, 1 
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The Timaeus is, perhaps, most noted as the text which introduces the 
Demiurge. When the Demiurge finally appears, he is, to quote Dillon, ‘a 
bizarre figure, introduced in a bizarre manner’, The term démiourgos is 
itself surprising — one might expect such a character to be rather grandly 
titled Nous or Logos. At Athens, the craftsman was either a slave or if 
free, one who acquired a certain stigma as a result of his proximity to 
slaves. Plato himself excludes the démiourgos from political participation 
(Republic) and citizenship (Laws) as does Aristotle (Politics). Vlastos rightly 
calls this terminology the ‘triumph of the philosophical imagination over 
ingrained social prejudice’. He views the démiourgos as the stereotypical 
Platonic artist imposing pre-existing form on matter, not inventing new 
form. 

The dialogue first uses the term démiourgos (‘Craftsman’) at 28a6, 
although there it seems to me that it does not signify ‘the Demiurge’ 
in a specialised sense, but rather a generic craftsman, or as Cornford so 
accurately translates ‘the maker of anything’. Admittedly, Plato has previ- 
ously used démiourgos to represent the God (Rep. vi.530a and Soph. 265b), 
but there the context was different. In the Cratylus (389a-b), the good 
démiourgos when constructing a new shuttle takes as his model not the 
broken shuttle, nor even an unbroken shuttle, but the Form of Shuttle. 
The démiourgos is then subsequently introduced as the cosmic Creator, by 
sleight of hand, in the Platonic tradition of converting illustrative analogy 
into fact without an intervening stage. A similar technique was employed 
at Rep. 11.375a-376b when the guard dog analogy was suddenly adopted as 
the defining requirement for the Auxiliary class. 
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The term démiourgos is not introduced for the first time at Tim. 28a6. At 
Gorgias 455a2, rhetoric is a Tre1Bots Squioupyds, while at Sym. 188d, it is 
prophecy (uavtixn) that is considered to be a démiourgos. The Republic 
paves the way for the introduction of the Demiurge in the Timaeus. At 
Rep. vi.507c6-8, reference is made to the artificer of the eyes, while at 
Rep. vut.530a5s—7, God is described as the artisan of heaven. At Charm. 
174e, Temperance (swppootvn) is said to be the producer (démiourgos) 
of health, while at Euthyph. 292d, the démiourgos is said to produce an 
effect neither good nor bad, though the word is clearly being used in a 
generic sense here and not to refer to the divine Craftsman. However, at 


3 Dillon: 1997, 27 4 Vlastos: 1975, 26 
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Stat. 270a, we have a discussion of the role of the Demiurge in imposing 
order upon disorderly motion, and it seems that here, at least, Plato is 
beginning to move towards (or at the very least express openly) a concept 
approximating that of the Demiurge of the Timaeus.’ Again at Stat. 273b, 
disorderly motion is presented as attempting to follow as closely as it can 
the instructions of its Demiurge and Father. 

It is in the Timaeus, though, that the Demiurge is most comprehensively 
delineated. 27--40d consists of a Prelude (27c-29d) and a discussion of 
basic metaphysical concepts, such as the Principles (29b-—31b) and Body 
(31b—34c) of the World and Composition (34a-36c) and Functions (36e— 
40d) of the World-Soul. Other key components of the Timaeus which 
became important subsequently in delineating the concept of the Demiurge 
are the arrangement of the four elements in the cosmos by the Demiurge 
(32d), the guarantee of an everlasting world (41b), the Demiurge’s del- 
egation of responsibility to the Young Gods at 42d and the secondary 
production on the part of the Young Gods at 43a. Also important for sub- 
sequent Platonists is the discussion of Necessity (47e-53c), as well as the 
Platonic notion of space (the Receptacle) at 49b. The relevant section of 
the Timaeus ends at 57c-e with the generation of unmixed and primary 
bodies, while the dialogue then turns to deal with other physical matters, 
most notably the mechanisms by which the senses function. 

There are two principal issues concerning any discussion of the Demi- 
urge: the activity which is attributed to him by Plato ona literal reading and 
if the literal reading is denied, how the myth can be interpreted allegorically. 
Even a literal account of the Demiurge’s activity is relatively complex. Faced 
with precosmic chaos, the Demiurge harmonises the four elements, using 
water and air as intermediate terms between fire and earth.° This harmon- 
ising by proportion (81 &vadoyias SuoAoyfjoav) is what brings the cosmos 
into existence, and the Demiurge shapes the cosmos into a sphere’ and gives 
it circular motion.® To construct the soul (a prior activity, but recounted 
subsequently and with due apologies by Timaeus), the Demiurge produces 
three essences — Being, Sameness and Otherness.’ The Demiurge cuts off 


‘But, as I said a little while ago, a single explanation remains, that the cosmos is conducted by an 
external and divine cause and obtaining life once again, it receives from the Demiurge (tapé Tot 
Snuloupyow) restored immortality and it remains by itself at another times and it moves by itself and 
during the period when it has been left to itself, it travels back again through a countless number of 
revolutions, because although it is extensive it revolves in a most balanced manner upon a very small 
axis.’ 

Tim. 32 7 Tim. 33¢ 8 Tim. 34¢ 

Tim. 35b. There are substances corresponding to the péyiota yévn of Soph. 244-5, allowing the soul 
to recognise the same, other and essence on the principle that like is known by like. 
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portions of this mixture in accordance with the mathematical series of 1, 2, 
4, 8 and 1, 3, 9, 27, continuing to fill up the intervals until the mixture is 
used up. These portions are laid into two strips, the circles of the Same and 
the Different, which are bent into a cross, and then inserted or wrapped 
around the body of the world, woven throughout the entire heaven.'° The 
Demiurge then organises the orbit of the planets and produces the Young 
Gods, to whom he delegates responsibility for the generation of the mortal 
genera and the lower soul. The mathematical aspect of the account, with its 
emphasis on intervals of 3:2; 4:3 and 9:8, which have to be filled with strips 
of soul-stuff, and its correspondence with a musical scale of four octaves 
and a major ‘sixth’ makes even a literal reading elaborate. 

In contrast to the Empedoclean entities, Love and Strife, which are 
responsible for the production of the world, or the ordering, divine mind 
of Anaxagoras, Plato introduces a different type of cosmology. It is not 
as if the Demiurge can claim credit for all order, since even some sort of 
order (ixvn, traces) existed in the precosmos. The Demiurge only orders 
in a manner which furthers his objective: increased intelligibility, seen, for 
example, in his formation of the elements, ordered on geometric principles. 
The Demiurge’s ordering activity is founded on a basis of rationality, which 
the sporadic traces of order in the precosmic state lacked. 

At Tim. 48e, Plato turns to an examination of cosmology from below, 
and introduces Necessity (Plato’s erratic cause, f) TAavepévn aitia). He 
also introduces the Receptacle (U1roS0x1}) which he calls mother (uTnp) 
or nurse and additionally refers to it as space (x#pa) or place (tdtr0s). 
Plato’s errant cause is a thorn in the side of the Demiurge; for example, 
he would prefer that humans could live longer and be intelligent, but 
when presented with a choice, he opts for intelligence over longevity." 
This positing of Necessity helps to explain the imperfections of the cosmos 
and can be seen as an attempt to address the problem of evil, as well as 
a forerunner of the subsequent notion of the recalcitrance of matter. As 
for Plato’s Receptacle, it becomes interpreted as UAn ‘matter’, with the 
beginning of a distinction between matter and space. 

What is the precise nature of the relationship between the Demiurge and 
the Forms? Furthermore of what types of things do Forms exist? From the 
Timaeus, it would appear that the noetic realm contains (trepiéxov 3144, 


10 Tim. 36a-€ 

™ At 75b, the Demiurge is forced to choose between giving man a head composed of dense bone or a 
lighter skull. The dense bone would enable him to enjoy a life several times longer than his current 
one. The speed of his perception, however, would be limited by the density of the bone (according 
to Timaeus). 
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tepiAaBdv 30c8) biological Forms. Ostenfeld suggests that the Demiurge 
may be an all-embracing Form containing the various sub-Forms.” Is 
this sufficient to identify the Demiurge with the Form of the Good (as a 
Supreme Principle)?” I think not, although in defence of this position, one 
might cite 7im. 37a1: ‘(the Demiurge) is the best of the intelligible and 
eternal things’ or Tim. 29e: ‘He was good and... he wanted everything 
to be most like himself or the reference to the Forms as gods at 37c6. 
Plato, though, is quite specific in referring to the Demiurge as good, but 
he does not call him ‘the Good’. Furthermore, as Ostenfeld points out, 
Plato never mentions the Form of the Good in the Timaeus, although 
he acknowledges the possibility at 46c8.'* In addition, the Good of the 
Republic is not a creative intelligence, so would it really be legitimate to 
equate the Demiurge with it?” In any case, if the Demiurge is to be regarded 
as an Intellect and the Forms are contemplated by Intellect, it would seem 
to be an unlikely conclusion. 

Ostenfeld rejects the notion that the Forms in the Timaeus should be 
equated with the thoughts of God." This to my mind is quite right, since 
this doctrine is most likely a Middle Platonist refinement. The Forms are 
not in anything else (77m. 52a) and they are apart from sense-perception 
(Crat. 386e). This leads to the problem of how they can interact upon 
matter and suggests that they function as some sort of mathematical ratio. 
The introduction of the concept that the Forms were the thoughts of 
God not only resolved this problem, it reduced the number of principles 
from three to two. For Plato, the Form-sensible interaction is resolved by a 
‘model—copy’ relationship, though he does acknowledge the difficulty when 
he states that sensibles ‘partake’ in some very puzzling way (a&tropwtat& 
tn) of the intelligible and are very difficult to apprehend (77m. 51a7—b1). 

The alternative explanation is that the Demiurge is only an allegorical 
figure. Plato’s account illustrates the importance of a rational element in 
the continual ordering of the universe and the myth can be deconstructed 
to produce a number of important philosophical insights: (1) The created 
realm is dependent upon a higher one, which it instantiates in a limited 
and approximate way. (2) The higher realm contains ‘the beautiful model’ 
according to which the world has been ordered. (3) The world is imperfect, 
not as the result of any malevolent, supernatural or divine being, but 


Ostenfeld: 1997, 170 

3 As was done by Wilamowitz and De Vogel. One might note here Aristotle’s criticism of Plato for 
not making use of an efficient cause. 

™ Ostenfeld: 1997, 172 

5 Rep. 11.379b, vi.506, vil.517¢ rather muddy the waters, as do vi.507¢ and vil.530a, for which see my 

discussion above. 

Ostenfeld: 1997, 173 
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because an element of compromise is needed in the instantiation of the 
Forms in the material realm. (4) The sensible cosmos can never achieve 
a state of perfection. It does not even exist, but is always in a state of 
‘coming-to-be’. The changes and vicissitudes are due to the errant cause 
(Necessity), which has to be eternally ordered by Reason. 

This leaves two main problems. Firstly, how are the Forms to be inter- 
preted in this demythologised scheme? Secondly, there would then be no 
explanation for how the Forms come to affect matter. (One could argue 
that Plato does not achieve this on the metaphysical level, though he may 
do so on the mythological one.) Clearly, if there is no temporal creation, 
then there can never have been a stage when the Demiurge engaged in the 
activity envisaged in the 7imaeus. The standard interpretation has been to 
assert that Plato is merely presenting an image of what the cosmos would 
be like if it were devoid of the influence of Reason. What is important is 
that it is not a mere mechanistic principle; Plato is reacting against earlier 
philosophers, whom he had criticised for not explaining the causality of the 
physical processes which they posited to explain world-generation (Phaedo 
96aff.). 

How, then, can the Demiurge be interpreted? He is envisaged as the 
artificer of the World-Soul, but since this stage hardly took place and 
the functions which would be left for the Demiurge to engage in, if the 
generative process is discounted, are those of the World-Soul, one can 
envisage a situation where Plato’s metaphysics could, in fact, have no 
requirement for a Demiurge and the task of functioning as a conduit 
between the suprasensible and material realms is effectively carried out by 
the World-Soul. In the Phaedrus, the soul is the source of all motion and in 
Book x of the Laws, regulation of the cosmos is carried out by the rational 
World-Soul, therefore this would appear to be a logical interpretation (if 
not the logical interpretation) of the Timaeus myth. The Demiurge is no 
more than the ‘Cause of the Mixture’ (Phileb. 23d ff). 

The dramatic setting of the dialogue the day after a discussion similar 
to that of the Republic took place, a discussion which dealt with the search 
for justice in the city and individual soul and which is summarised in the 
opening of the Timaeus (17a-20c) helps to reinforce the notion that the 
work deals with the continued regulation and governance of the cosmos, 
rather than with once-off generation. This political notion is enhanced 
by Plato’s choice of the title “Demiurge’, which denotes not merely a 
Craftsman, but in certain Peloponnesian contexts means ‘magistrate’.'” 


7 As used at Thuc. 5.47, Epist. Philipp. AP. Dem. 18.157. Plato himself uses it in this context at Rep. 
1.342 and Polybius uses it at 24.5, 16 to refer to magistrates of the Achaean League, The Doric 
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The Demiurge is usually regarded as ordering rather than creating. 
However at Sym. 205b8—c2, Plato blurs the distinction between a Demiurge 
and a Creator: “You know that creation (troinots) is something multiple. 
For whatever passes from non-being into being, the entire cause is creation, 
so that what is manufactured by the arts is a kind of creation and their 
craftsmen (Snuioupyot) are all creators (tromrat).”® Again at Soph. 219b4-6, 
‘Whenever someone brings something into being which did not have 
being previously, we say that the one bringing it into being produces 
(troieiv), and that brought into being is produced (troieio®a1).’ Here it 
seems that Plato draws no distinction between merely ordering and actually 
creating. 

Plato, I think, draws no distinction between the two because the idea 
of the Demiurge creating ex nihilo or even ordering according to his own 
whims (rather than according to the pre-existent Forms) would be for 
him unconscionable. The Greeks did not mention the idea of creatio ex 
nihilo, even satirically. The Demiurge moulds the world using geometric 
patterns; with the isosceles triangle he forms a cube, which becomes the 
atom of earth and out of the scalene triangle, he fashions the tetrahedron 
(fire), octahedron (air), icosahedron (water), and he also produces the 
dodecahedron used to adorn the universe (7im. 55c4—G6), which is later 
identified as aether by Xenocrates.’? This positing of a fifth element may 
result from the non-interchangeability of the triangles used to form the 
dodecahedron with those which compose fire, water and air, and is just 
one of a number of problems which Plato, in the myth of the Demiurge, 
bequeaths to his successors. 


Aristotle and the Old Academy 


The bulk of Plato’s immediate successors, whom we might imagine to 
be in a better position to know the views of the master, saw the myth 
as allegorical and as a feature of Plato’s paideutic method. In fact, the 
principal philosopher in the generation after Plato to argue for a literal 
interpretation was Aristotle, and he does this primarily for the purposes of 
polemic, exploiting what he feels to be one of Plato’s less readily defensi- 
ble positions. Aristotle interprets the account of world-generation in time 


forms Sayiwpyds or Sapropyds are also used, as at [Gg (1) 330 (Locr.) in the phrase Sayiopyéovtos 
Mixxkeovos and one finds the variant ém1Snuoupyoi used to refer to the magistrates sent out annually 
by Doric states to their colonies at Thuc. 1.56 (Liddell and Scott). 

18 Sometimes this is translated as poetry and poets, rather than as creation and creators. 

*) Xenocrates, Fr. 53 (Heinze) = Simplicus, Phys. p 1165, 33-9 
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literally, since this allows him to attribute a weak argument to Plato,*° but 
does not take the figure of the Demiurge seriously. Most notably in this 
regard, one may cite De Caelo 1.10.279b.17—31, where Aristotle, criticising 
Plato’s position that the universe can be both ‘generated’ and everlasting, 
completely ignores the Demiurge. Aristotle also accuses Plato of not recog- 
nising the efficient cause, which would be one possible interpretation of the 
Demiurge.* Aristotle criticises Plato for suggesting that Forms (considered 
as Numbers) could be responsible for perceptible objects.** At Metaphysics 
togib, Aristotle criticises the view expressed throughout the Timaeus, that 
mathematical structure is necessary to make anything good. 

Plato’s other students do not seem to have much use for the Demiurge 
either. Philip of Opus (in the Epinomis) and Polemon seem to have inter- 
preted him as a rational World-Soul. The second head of the Academy, 
Plato’s nephew, Speusippus and his successor as scholarch, Xenocrates, 
proceeded to deconstruct the myth of the Demiurge, when faced with 
Aristotelian criticism. A good deal of Speusippus’ doctrines can be gleaned 
from Aristotle’s criticism of them as well as from (possible) fragments pre- 
served by Iamblichus in De Communi Mathematica Scientia.” Speusippus 
regarded everything as the derivation of two principles: a One and an 
Indefinite Dyad (which he called multiplicity, pléthos).** He gets himself 
into considerable trouble, however, in his attempt to explain the existence 
of the variety of created being from only two principles. To counter this, he 
claims that the One imposes form on the Dyad in order to produce Num- 
ber, which then, acting as a principle itself, imposes its own form on matter 
to produce the next level of being, and so on. Speusippus’ situation was 
not helped by his decision to jettison or ‘modify the Theory of Forms.” 
The great difficulty with this theory lies in defining the sorts of things of 
which Forms exist. For Speusippus, Forms were only capable of manifest- 
ing themselves in the World-Soul, but not at any higher level.*° Essentially, 
as a result of his attempts to break down this mythological framework, all 


2° The doctrine of temporal creation is notoriously difficult to defend within the context of Greek 


philosophy. The idea that God would suddenly create at a point in time raises the question of what 

he has been doing previously. 

At Metaphysics 1.6.988a8-16, Aristotle claims that Plato only recognises the formal and the material 

causes. 

E.g. at Metaphysics I.9 (991b9ff:). Johansen: 2010 treats this issue in detail. 

3. This is based on a suggestion by Philip Merlan concerning the origin of chapter 4 of Iamblichus, 
though the view is opposed by Taran: 1982. 

24 Dillon: 2003a, 40 

*5 Aristotle testifies to this at Met. Mg, 1085b36ff- (= Fr. 35 Taran). For a full discussion, see Dillon: 

20034, 48 

Dillon: 2003a, 49 
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Speusippus is left with is a One which transcends the cosmos, Multiplicity, 
and a World-Soul. 

Xenocrates attempted to systematise Platonic thought. He may have 
been reacting in response to Speusippus’ innovations, as well as Aristotle’s 
attacks, and attempting to return to what he viewed as the ‘original’ doctrine 
of Plato. Essentially, he too regarded the myth of the Demiurge as merely 
introduced ‘for the purposes of exposition’ and regarded the World-Soul as 
the product of his two principles: a Monad and Dyad. He also modified the 
Theory of Forms, equating them with Numbers. Unfortunately, the loss of 
all his works limits our knowledge of his doctrines, although information 
can be gleaned from Aristotle (particularly his Metaphysics), as well as from 
the Metaphysics of Theophrastus and the writings of Plutarch. 

The need to demarcate more strongly the First Principle from the demi- 
urgic one was influenced by the Aristotelian concept of an Intellect (Vous) 
as the First Principle, but characterised as a self-thinking unmoved mover, 
whose sole ‘inner life’ consists of contemplating itself; which prevents it 
from intervening in the world. Speusippus, to be sure, resisted this. How- 
ever, Xenocrates did adopt such a conception and he, unlike Speusippus, 
had much greater influence upon the course of Middle Platonism. Aristotle 
criticised the description of the rotational movement of the heavens at De 
Anima 407a.22-34; since he interprets this revolution to be identical with 
Mind (407a.19—22) the same revolution reoccurring implies that Mind is 
continuously thinking the same thing (and thought has a purpose, so it 
should not be circular). Furthermore, thought is more similar to a state of 
coming to rest than movement (cf. Physics 247b.10-11).”” 

Since Xenocrates regarded the First Principle as an Intellect, this could 
be combined with the Aristotelian notion of a more ‘passive’ intellect.*® 
Xenocrates envisages Intellect as actively concerned with the world as 
he regards it as containing the form-numbers. Evidence for this can be 
adduced from the comments of the Sicilian Alcimus: ‘Each of the Forms is 
eternal and intelligible and not susceptible to change.’”? This testimony can 
be taken as accurate; Alcimus was a contemporary and had no particular 
reason to distort the truth in this case. The only intellect which could think 
Forms in an unchanging and eternal manner is that of God. These Forms 
are then projected onto the World-Soul. One might cite in this context 


27 Cherniss: 1944, 394 

28 T mean passive here in the sense of not engaging in discursive thinking or becoming involved with 
the cosmos. 

9 Zot SE Tov eiddv Ev Exaotov aiSidv Te Kal vdNNA Kal TPds TOUTOIS dTraBés, ap. DL, 11.13. Cf 
Dillon: 2003a, 121 
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Plutarch’s De An. Proc. 1o12e, according to which Xenocrates identified 
the ‘indivisible being’ of Tim. 35a with the Monad and the divisible with 
the Dyad. The third form, Number, (the total of the Form-numbers) 
with the addition of mobility and motivity (arising from the mixing in of 
Sameness and Otherness), results in Soul. This entity ‘has the ontological 
capacity of creating individuals, of separating them from one another, and 
of grouping them in genera and species, as well as the epistemological 
capacity of identifying them and distinguishing between them.”*° 

Evidently, this is a deconstruction of the myth of the Demiurge, with the 
Monad and Dyad producing Number and Soul, and with Soul carrying out 
the Demiurge’s activities with regard to the physical realm. By conceding 
(to some extent) to the Aristotelian conception of Intellect, Xenocrates 
can be viewed as beginning the trend observable in Middle Platonism to 
assign demiurgic functions to a sub-noetic level, a stance which led to the 
convergence in later Platonism of the First Principle with the Unmoved 
Mover of Aristotle’s Metaphysics x11. 


Interpretations of the Timaeus: first to third centuries AD 


Perhaps surprisingly, despite the heated debate amongst Platonists in gen- 
eral concerning the status of the demiurgic myth, this does not seem to 
have been an issue with the philosophers and traditions investigated here 
from the first to third centuries ap. Plutarch, for example, was prepared to 
accept that a literal interpretation had been intended by Plato, a position he 
adopts principally for his own purposes. After all, he viewed the myths of 
other cultures as revealing the truths of Greek philosophy; an interest which 
prompted his De Iside et Osiride. Philo and Origen were less concerned with 
exposing the Demiurge as a myth than with drawing upon the imagery it 
presented as a means for expounding Biblical truth and reconciling it with 
Greek philosophy (or Greek philosophy with it, depending upon one’s 
position). Gnosticism and Hermetism both regarded the Demiurge as a 
real figure and, given what we know of both these traditions, were unlikely 
to be perplexed by the mythological context in which he is introduced. 
The same could be said for Numenius, for whom the Demiurge forms 
an important component of his metaphysics. Maximus of Tyre, for his 
part, seems to have seen no pressing need to investigate the matter in what 
was intended as an introductory series of lectures to Plato. If the status of 
the demiurgic myth could be shelved by Plato’s less immediate interpreters, 


3° Dillon: 2003a, 122 


28 The original concept of the Demiurge 


the same did not apply for the status of the Demiurge himself. Though 
Jonas*' has warned against the ‘conveyor-belt’ approach to Gnosticism, the 
Demiurge’s status could be viewed as one of continual ontological decline 
(although to a certain degree such a view is rather naive and simplistic: 
Philo, after all, did raise the status of the Creator by making him an 
architect, rather than a craftsman). 

If the demiurgic myth was accepted as literal by thinkers from a wide 
range of traditions by the first century, the Demiurge himself took on 
an existence autonomous to that of the Timaeus, although several of the 
modifications envisaged subsequently can be traced to comments made 
by Plato in that dialogue. While the exact process used by the Demiurge 
does not seem to have been particularly important to some of Plato’s 
heirs (Maximus of Tyre in particular springs to mind), two elements of 
this account were. Firstly, the notion that the world is generated along 
rational (i.e. mathematical) lines and secondly the Demiurge’s delegation 
to the Young Gods of the production of the mortal elements and the lower 
soul leads to the development of various intermediary demiurgic figures 
in subsequent traditions, or even more strikingly the actual demotion of 
the Demiurge himself. The antagonism between the Demiurge and the 
First Principle in Gnosticism can be seen to result, in part, from Plato’s 
distinction between the Form of Good and the Demiurge, or perhaps 
more accurately expressed, it was the possibility of using material from the 
Timaeus to expound (whether metaphysically or mythologically) dualistic 
tendencies that underpinned the widespread use of the demiurgic figure. 

What in the 7imaeus, if anything, suggests a hierarchy of levels of being? 
What is primarily suggested are two worlds, or metaphysical realms, that 
of Being and of Becoming. A hierarchy amongst suprasensible entities is 
suggested by the distinction between the Demiurge and the Young Gods; 
he is immortal, while they are merely everlasting at his pleasure. What he 
produces will not be dissolved, unlike the Young Gods, who produce the 
mortal component of man. This further suggests that world-generation 
is the result of collaboration between entities at various ontological lev- 
els, with very strictly delineated roles, an interpretation drawn upon by 
Gnosticism, but also by the Philonic Logos-Cutter. The distinction in the 
quality of the production of the Demiurge and the Young Gods stresses the 
hierarchy, as well as the ambivalent nature of man as an intermediary being 
containing elements with two ontological ranks (soul and body). Though 
Plato does not envisage it in these terms, it can be seen as the ancestor of 
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the belief in a higher divine element in man, which has become entrapped 
in matter. 

Another important passage for subsequent philosophers is 27d4—28b2, 
where Plato outlines the fundamental principles which underpin the 
Timaeus, while 28b2—29a3 applies them to the cosmos.** This results in 
three conclusions: (1) the cosmos has been produced, (2) it has a cause, the 
precise nature of which is difficult to explain and (3) the maker modelled it 
following an eternal model. The gaze of the Demiurge is fixed on the Eter- 
nal (2924), but he himself does not appear to produce this model, leading 
to the ambiguity concerning his relationship to the Forms. Such ambiguity 
provided fertile ground for Middle Platonist speculations regarding God 
and the Forms. The Middle Platonist response, positing the Forms as the 
contents of the divine Mind is the most economical clarification of their 
relationship (as it reduces the number of Principles posited). Numenius also 
attempts to resolve this situation by effectively expanding the suprasensible 
realm, explaining the Demiurge’s ancestry. 

When Timaeus states at 28c that to find the father and maker of all men 
is difficult and, when he is found, that to reveal him to all is impossible, he 
is referring to the limits of human knowledge and Plato’s awareness that 
this is just a ‘likely story’, to account for appearances, the most up-to-date 
scientific research of the day, though Plato himself knows that this will be 
superseded at some point in the future. This was adopted by Plutarch and 
Maximus of Tyre as a convenient response to evade a detailed discussion 
of certain (technical) aspects of demiurgy, when it no longer suited them. 
It is worth pointing out, in this context, the philosophical tradition of 
expressing an awareness of the limits of human knowledge; it suffices to 
cite Alcmaeon DK 24B1 (= DL vit 83): “Concerning what is unclear and 
concerning what is mortal, the gods have clarity, but it is necessary for 
humans to make educated guesses’ and Metrodorus of Chios DK 70B1 (= 
Cic. Acad. 2.73): ‘none of us knows anything, not even whether we know 
or do not know, nor even what it is not to know or to know, or indeed 
whether anything is or is not.’ 

It is well known that Plato’s myth regards the Demiurge as imposing 
order upon disorder, a position shared by Maximus and Plutarch, though 
disputed by the Gnostic and Hermetic traditions. But what exactly is this 
order and how might it be viewed as an improvement? The Demiurge’s 
work can be seen in terms of an improvement of the world’s intelligibility; 
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creating immanent standards (39e3—4) as a reflection of the standards of the 
phenomenal realm. This explains the Demiurge’s replication of qualities 
possessed by his model which might seem to be irrelevant in his production. 
In order for the generated world to serve as a standard (Mohr suggests that 
it may be an immanent standard of animality),>+ he must invest it with 
permanence (through the introduction of the standard of time, 36e) and 
uniqueness (only one world generated). This is the real reason why (for 
Plato), the Demiurge improves matter, since it has heightened intelligibility 
(by being ordered as the sensible realm), rather than by imposing order. 
Reale counters the view that the Demiurge replicates irrelevant features 
of his model in his ordering of only one cosmos, and regards this as an 
actualisation of ‘true measure’.* For Reale, producing only one universe 
and generating time as an image of the unit of eternity are both mechanisms 
by which the Demiurge unifies reality. 

However, this is a feature not seized upon by the thinkers consid- 
ered here — all of them tend to view creation or demiurgy in terms of 
this order/disorder framework. While Middle Platonists (including in this 
instance Philo under this label) tend to regard the Demiurge as responsible 
for order; the main objection that Gnostics tend to have against him is that 
he is responsible in some way for the breakdown of the natural ontological 
order by either entrapping Man (as a fragmented and enmattered part of 
the godhead) or through his ignorance of this order in his assumption that 
he is the highest principle. 

Another hangover from Plato’s 7imaeus is the hierarchy of divinities. Is 
the Demiurge identical with the Idea of the Good? The Demiurge of the 
Timaeus never creates the Forms; rather the soul and the xdouos aio bntés. 
In the Republic, for example, God is the creator (putoupyés) of the Idea 
of the Bed, meaning that the Demiurge could in no way be identical with 
the principle of the One and the Good, although this Republic reference 
is not particularly helpful in determining the precise ontological status 
of the Demiurge, since the metaphysical value of the Idea of the Bed 
must surely differ from abstract ideas such as Justice or Beauty (or more 
importantly the Good).3° Halfwassen points out that since the Demiurge 
is Mind at Tim. 36d8, and the highest principle must be beyond Mind 
(on account of its transcendence), this indicates that a Craftsman-god 
could not be identical with a First Principle, which is above both Being 
and Mind. Halfwassen also raises the point that the Demiurge could be 
identical with the totality of the Forms; if these are the thoughts of God in 
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Middle Platonism, then this would certainly be the case. This would make 
the Demiurge more than just the efficient cause, but also the causa finalis 
et causa exemplaris. Aristotle in his Metaphysics 988a7ff- asserts that Plato 
propounded two principles, the material principle (avéyxn Tim. 47eff.) 
and the Form-principle (vows). This perception forms the basis of the 
dualistic attitudes of Middle Platonism exemplified by Plutarch (especially 
with the disappearance of the Forms as a principle in their own right). 

A further contribution of the Timaeus has been to our conceptualisa- 
tion of Time. Plato regards Time as coming into being with the universe, 
although since he dismissed precosmic events, this indicates that he never 
envisaged a period when the generated world did not exist (although evi- 
dently Plato never claims that the Demiurge introduced temporal succes- 
sion to the world). Time for Plato refers to the celestial motions by which we 
can measure time. I introduce this point here because it raises the question 
of why the Demiurge should choose to create at a particular point. Plato 
comments Kai o yév S17) ATravTa TatTa SiaTdgas Evevev Ev TH EauUTOU 
KaTe Tpdtrov 7Ge1 ‘and having arranged all these things he duly remained 
in his habitual state’ (Zim. 42e), which makes world-generation appear a 
little arbitrary. One can sidestep the issue if, like Proclus, one claims that 
for the Demiurge to always maintain a constant state in relation to the 
world, he must always generate. 

This is precisely the position adopted by subsequent philosophers; exem- 
plified equally by Philo and Origen’s views concerning continual temporal 
creation and Origen’s location of the Ideal realm of the Forms within the 
Son-Logos, as well as Plutarch’s assertion that the Demiurge is continually 
engaged in geometry. In the Gnostic and Hermetic traditions, the situa- 
tion is reversed. God is not involved in continual demiurgic activity, rather 
the generated world is spawned by the Demiurge (who is not immutable 
and so there is no metaphysical reason why he cannot create on an ad 
hoc basis) and man, who represents the pinnacle of creation, is a once- 
off production, generated inadvertently as the result of a flaw within the 
godhead itself. Indeed, there the divine is continually attempting to undo 
world-generation, rather than to further it. Numenius falls in between both 
extremes. The splitting of the Second and Third Gods by matter seems to 
be a non-recurrent event, but the contemplation of the Intelligibles by the 
First God, followed by a similar contemplation on the part of the Second 
God, which appears to fulfill some sort of demiurgic function, seems to be 
continuous. 

Tim. 41a3ff. could be viewed as responsible for these divergent approaches 
concerning the continuity of the Demiurge’s activity. However, Proclus’ 
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comment reveals more about subsequent interpretation than about Plato’s 
own viewpoint. Although at Rep. 11.381b—c, God is unchangeable, this refers 
to nature, but not activity. God could generate (or not) as seems good to 
Him, provided that this does not change his nature as God. However, this 
would not solve the problem of why God would allow precosmic chaos to 
exist before rectifying the situation (since it implies a change in God’s 7805). 
(Again, this problem could be rectified by simply viewing the demiurgic 
myth as expository.) 


Modern approaches to the Timaeus 


The division between the literalists and those seeking to deconstruct the 
myth has persisted in modern scholarship, fuelled in part by the support 
which an allegorical interpretation of the Timaeus could have for the 
existence of ‘unwritten doctrines’ of Plato (such as the content of his lecture 
‘On the Good’). If the dispute has not been particularly acrimonious, then 
this is because the Timaeus was largely marginalised during the last century. 
The surge in recent publications on the Timaeus, though, indicates that 
the importance of the dialogue is being reassessed.*” 

The case for an allegorical interpretation has been persuasively argued 
by Taran. Most forcible is Plato’s own statement that the account which he 
presents is no more than a ‘likely story’. Taran mentions that the manner 
of telling the myth is systematic, rather than chronological, although I 
find this to be a particularly weak argument.?* It seems to be rather like 
asserting that because a historian chooses to focus on events in relation to 
their significance, rather than chronologically, that these events could not 
have taken place. 

The second argument advanced by Taran appears more persuasive. He 
contends that the very structure of the myth is implausible. Plato chooses 
to dwell on the body of the universe, prior to dealing with the soul, even 
though soul is both ontologically superior and temporally prior. However, 
at Tim. 35a, Plato declares that soul is intermediate between Forms and 
body. If soul is an intermediary, this would imply that it must have been 
brought into existence later than the two extremes for which it functions 
as an intermediary. Conversely, if soul is prior to bodies, it cannot be 
composed of an element that is ‘divided about bodies’. 

For Taran, it is legitimate for Plato to alter the presentation of the 
demiurgic myth in a temporal sense, provided that it is not used to mask 
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contradictions which would occur if he was forced to follow the chrono- 
logical order. Otherwise, this would indicate that he never intended the 
myth of the Demiurge to be taken literally. Tim. 31b—35a indicates that 
soul and body are contemporaneous and that the use of the terms ‘prior’ 
and ‘older’ to refer to the relationship of soul to body is ontological and 
not chronological.” Against this could be advanced the view that Plato 
tends to be vague concerning the role of soul in administering the body. 
In the Phaedo (80a), where he discusses the rule of the body by the soul, or 
Laws x, where it is the source of all physical motion, he avoids explaining 
the underlying mechanism.*° If soul is intermediate between the Forms 
and precosmic chaos, this would imply that the soul is the cause of the 
disorderly motion. If we take the myth literally, it implies that the Demi- 
urge must also be a soul, according to Taran (why not a Mind?), since it is 
prior to body and intermediate between the Sensibles and the Forms. The 
Demiurge cannot also be ‘prior’ to the precosmic chaos, since this would 
imply that he had produced it. 

Once again, the problem which arises here could be solved by drawing 
attention to Plato’s view that the world, formed as it was, in his opinion, 
from a variety of triangles, does not constitute a ‘solid’ in the true sense of 
the word, and so there should be no problem in terms of the relation of soul 
upon body, although this does not really resolve the situation regarding 
why the Demiurge suddenly decided to order the precosmic chaos. To 
some extent, this could be viewed as a fallacious argument — according 
to Taran’s view, the contradictions are deliberately placed there by Plato, 
not because he found it difficult to reveal the father and maker of the 
universe to all men, but because he did not wish the concept of a temporal 
generation on the part of his mythical Demiurge to be taken literally. Taran 
identifies a further problem with the view that the Demiurge generated 
the self-motion of soul (which seems to be contradictory, since souls are 
by their very nature self-moving). This leads to the problem of whether 
the Demiurge started the self-motion of the World-Soul or else attached 
it to the body of the cosmos, produced subsequently, and that after this 
insertion the soul commenced its self-motion. Taran rejects Hackforth’s 
argument that the mythology of Tim. 27d5s—28c3 was deliberately arranged 
in order to deceive the reader; for Taran, it is rather the case that Plato 
chose the form of a myth, rather than that of a causal analysis. 

Taran also points out that Plato does not openly claim in the Timaeus 
that soul is the cause of all motion (as self-motion) so there is no attempt 


39 Taran: 1972, 375 4° Dillon: 2009, 349 


34 The original concept of the Demiurge 


to contradict the reader in Plato’s assertion of precosmic chaos; for Taran, 
this precosmic chaos exemplifies the ‘necessary cause’, just as the Demiurge 
represents the intelligent cause; further evidence that the myth should not 
be taken literally.*" Taran bolsters his case by pointing to two indications 
that the 7imaeus should be viewed as a myth; firstly Plato’s statement that 
no account of the material world can ever be regarded as unchanging truth, 
and secondly his adoption of the form of a cosmology.** This locates Plato’s 
myth of the Demiurge within the context of evolutionary cosmologies 
on the one hand and the mechanistic and haphazard explanation of the 
atomists. Plato, the argument goes, is attempting to propound the image of 
rational design; the precosmic chaos of the Receptacle is simply an account 
of what the universe would be like without the rational order represented 
by the Demiurge. Solmsen suggests that Plato himself warns us not to 
take the myth literally when he writes tov cikdta pibov &toSexopévous 
TpéTrel TOUTOU NSEév éT1 TEPA CnTeiy, ‘it is fitting that we accept the likely 
story concerning these things and not inquire even further’ (29d2-3).* 
Furthermore, Plato does not use any of the techniques which he employs in 
other works to indicate an expository nature, according to Vlastos.** The 
myth itself is preceded by another mythical narrative (the war between 
Athens and Atlantis), so one is already preconditioned to approach the 
myth of the Demiurge in an allegorical context. 

Arguments in favour of a literal interpretation have been staunchly 
advanced by Vallejo. Against Taran’s position that soul must be the cause 
of motion in the precosmic chaos, he alludes to the role played by 
heterogeneity. In the Receptacle, like is attracted to like and this accounts 
for precosmic motion (in addition to the winnowing motion of the Recep- 
tacle). Plato does not actually state in the Timaeus that either soul or 
demiurgic activity is the ultimate cause of motion and the explanation 
in terms of physical heterogeneity here seems to downplay any difficulty 
concerning soul’s role in the motion of the universe; if it were the dépyn of 
motion, it would have to be coeval with the universe.*° 

A refutation of the argument that a literal generation of the world 
could not have taken place on account of the immutability of God is 
to be found in Timaeus’ statement at 42e guevev év TH EauTOU KaTa 
tpdtrov 781, ‘he duly remained in his habitual state’. Plato is able to draw 
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a distinction between a change in God’s actions and an alteration to his 
morphé. To a certain extent, the allegorical interpretation of the myth in 
modern scholarship has been influenced by the Hegelian view that myth is 
used to convey thought that is still underdeveloped. For Hegel, only once 
the conception was fully formed could it be stated without the support of 
a mythical framework.*” Since such a charge could hardly be levelled at 
Plato, this has led to the assumption that he could surely not have expected 
or even wished to be taken literally, an interpretation that I would favour, 
but which, as we shall see in the following chapters, was not particularly 
fashionable in the first to third centuries aD. 


47 Vallejo: 1997, I5t 


CHAPTER 3 


Logos into Demiurge 
Philo of Alexandria as witness to developments in 
contemporary Platonism 


Introduction 


Much scholarly debate has raged over the issue of Philo’s philosophical 
allegiances, if any. It is a matter of utmost concern as it can shed consid- 
erable light on his account of world-generation and his adoption of the 
myth of the Demiurge to delineate what is effectively a Judaeo—Christian 
form of creation. Philo can be referred to as a Middle Platonist, though 
this is somewhat misleading. Philo did not belong to a Middle Platonist 
institution or even owe his primary allegiance to Plato. It seems that he 
regarded the aipeois to which he belonged as that of Mosaic philosophy 
(even if he does not express it in these terms with the same frequency as 
Josephus). To assert, however, as does Radice,’ that Philo was the lead- 
ing light in a Hellenistic—Jewish variant of Platonism, which subsequently 
merged with its mainstream counterpart, with Philo first positing the 
notion of the Forms as the thoughts of God, and therefore the most philo- 
sophically important component of Middle Platonism, is surely to go too 
far. 

Philo can be considered a Platonising expositor, even if one has diffi- 
culties with considering him a Platonist. De Opificio Mundi can be read 
together with Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride as realisations on the part of 
intellectuals that philosophical truths could be found in other traditions. 
To paraphrase Sterling, if Moses offered a definitive statement concerning 
creation, this does not mean to say that it was an exclusive one.* It must 
be noted that Philo is operating within a different framework and with a 
different set of considerations in mind than the other Middle Platonists 
with which we are familiar. He does not seek to convert his readers to Pla- 
tonism; rather he is using the structures of Greek philosophy to expound 
sacred Scripture. 
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As will be seen and as would naturally be expected, Philo forms an 
important link between the later Christian Platonism of Origen and the 
Platonic tradition. He is an important contributor to the concept of the 
hypostasis, and therefore an important exemplar of the trend of increasing 
separation between the First Principle and the demiurgic one. His greatest 
contribution could possibly be the notion of the Forms as God’s thoughts 
(though this is vehemently disputed). In any case, he does write exten- 
sively concerning the noetic cosmos. In this postulation of the Logos as a 
divine creational aid, he prefigures Origen’s system, without its Christian 
modifications. 

An important question to address regarding Philo is whether he can 
be regarded as working within the framework of the demiurgic concept, 
rather than just expounding Genesis in language that by this stage had 
become common currency. After all, while Philo may compare God to an 
architect, Gen. 2:4bff refers to God as a potter or builder. One response 
is to discern the obvious legacy of the Timaeus in Philo’s account. The 
Logos is clearly the counterpart of the Young Gods in its role as a mediating 
entity (although when described allegorically as a sword, it also parallels the 
Demiurge’s mixing-bowl in the original Timaeus ‘myth’, and in its assis- 
tance in God’s continual governance of the cosmos, it fulfils the function of 
the World-Soul). The beautiful model of the Timaeus finds its counterpart 
in Philo’s speculations on the noetic realm (though here a Jewish parallel 
may also exist). While ‘creation’ may take the Judaeo—Christian form of 
production by an omnipotent divine being, it is evidently an ordering 
process, like demiurgy, evinced by the continual division of the Logos. 
Furthermore, it seems unlikely that an exegete of Platonic leanings should 
remain completely uninfluenced by the Timaeus. 

This does, however, underline the importance of paying attention to the 
influences under which Philo operated in order to understand the history of 
ideas of the period. There are a number of indisputable facts: Philo is one of 
our major sources for Middle Platonism, irrespective of how he is classified. 
Given his role in supplying a philosophical interpretation of Genesis, this 
means that he investigated thoroughly the nature of demiurgic causality, 
although he tends to obscure this with what can be termed ‘creation’. In 
this respect, he could be hailed, as he sometimes is, as a proto-Gnostic. 

Although certain modern scholars have cast doubt on whether Philo 
was a ‘Middle Platonist’ (due in part to the emergence of a more nuanced 
understanding of what this might mean), in antiquity his zeal for Plato was 
well-attested. Eusebius claims that he surpassed his contemporaries in his 
enthusiasm for kat& MAatdéva Koi Mutaydpav &yayn (‘the school of Plato 


38 Logos into Demiurge: Philo of Alexandria 


and Pythagoras’).’ Jerome cites the proverb 7 MAatdév proviler 7} DiAdV 
tAatoovilei, (‘either Plato philonises or Philo platonises’).* One of the first 
modern scholars to recognise the debt that Philo owed to Plato, rather than 
just the Judaeo—Christian tradition, Johannes Albertus Fabricius, wrote in 
his important 1693 study Exercitatio de Platonismo Philonis Iudaei with 
reference to Philo’s views on the Kdcyos vontds at Conf. 172: “He who reads 
the 7imaeus of Plato will not in the least doubt that at this point Philo 
goes back to and is influenced by Platonic doctrine. Philo himself in the 
book concerning the incorruptible world steals the words of Plato and let 
no one doubt it.” 

To a very great extent, Philo can be regarded as a bridge between the 
various traditions surveyed in this study. In his doctrine of the Logos as 
an intermediary creative entity, which effectively allowed him to jettison 
the more Platonic scheme involving a World-Soul, he can be viewed as a 
forerunner of Origen. He also certainly owes a great deal to the Stoicising 
Platonism of figures such as Antiochus of Ascalon and Eudorus of Alexan- 
dria. Stoic, Aristotelian and Neopythagorean terminology is acquired as 
a means of modernising Plato, as was common in Middle Platonism. As 
H. Dérrie puts it, Philo inherited his ‘savoir s exprimer from the Stoics, 
which helps in part to account for the Stoic elements found, particularly 
in his exposition of the Logos-Cutter.° 

Philo has also been regarded by some scholars (notably Jonas and Har- 
vey) as a Gnostic, although, at the 1966 Messina colloquium, Jonas pointed 
out that one cannot regard Gnosticism in terms of a factory conveyor-belt.” 
The reason for regarding Philo as the Cro-Magnon Man of Gnosticism is 
that by linking Biblical exegesis with Platonism, he created the intellectual 
conditions responsible for the rise of (Christian) Gnosticism. This is a fal- 
lacious assumption for a number of reasons. Firstly, the assistant demiurges 
of Opif. are not in opposition to the supreme God. Secondly, Philo uses 
the refrain of Genesis ‘and God saw that it was good’ to refer to the created 
world, whereas Gnosticism views the sensible realm in very negative terms.* 
Philo also refers to the cosmos as the younger Son of God (Spee. 1.96)? and 
at Deus 31-2 refers to the intelligible realm as God’s older son. 
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The Middle Platonist tradition, because it advocated studying a Plato 
dimidiatus, a few of the more celebrated dialogues in full and selections 
from lesser known works, rather than surveying the Platonic corpus in 
its entirety, gave a disproportionate amount of influence to the Timaeus. 
In fact most of the First Principles were drawn from this dialogue alone. 
David Runia’s work Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of Plato reflects 
the many correspondences between the Philonic corpus and this particular 
dialogue. The Timaeus and the Phaedrus were the dialogues most often 
utilised by Philo. However, in the entire corpus Philonicum, Philo only 
quotes, paraphrases or refers directly to the Timaeus approximately twenty 
times, twelve in the philosophical treatises and seven in the exegetical 
group.'° It might appear that these occurrences are relatively infrequent, 
but Philo quotes the 7imaeus more often than the rest of Plato’s other 
dialogues combined. 

Rather than adopt Runia’s method, which has been to analyse the corre- 
spondences between the 7imaeus and the works of Philo and then synthesise 
the results, an undertaking which is clearly beyond the scope of this study, I 
wish to concentrate on the works most relevant for analysing Philo’s views 
on the generation and (in)destructibility of the cosmos: De Opificio Mundi 
and De Aeternitate Mundi. In any case, Runia’s research has found that De 
Opificio Mundi contains the greatest usage of the Timaeus (followed by the 
Allegorical Commentary). 

Influence of the Timaeus is not uniform. Apart from use made of the 
travels of Solon and the Atlantis myth (17a—-27d), which is irrelevant to the 
matter in hand, Philo draws mainly upon Timaeus’ introductory speech 
(27d, 29d) and the section outlining the works of reason. In addition, 
Philo draws upon Plato’s doctrines concerning Man’s psychology (69a— 
72d) and the téAos of Man (89d—92c). Even within these areas usage is not 
uniform. The most important sections are those outlining fundamental 
philosophical principles (27d—29d), the account of world-generation (29e— 
31b), Time (37c-38b), the Demiurge’s address to the Young Gods (41a—d), 
the creation of human reason (41b—44c) and the theory of vision (47a-e)." 


The Forms 


There was some dispute in antiquity on the issue of whether Plato had 
posited two principles (as claimed by Theophrastus: matter and the source 
of movement; basically the One and the Indefinite Dyad being responsible 


t© Runia: 1986, 367, which also contains a complete list of these occurrences. 
™ Runia: 1986, 372 
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for the generation of Forms),’* three principles: a Demiurge, the Forms 
and matter (as claimed by Alexander of Aphrodisias) or a sort of two 
and a half principle position, with the Forms regarded as the thoughts 
of God and therefore derivative, rather than an independent principle. 
(Simplicius’ view that Plato posited six principles, three in a strict sense: 
the maker, the paradigm and the end and three auxiliary causes: matter, the 
form (in the sense of the Aristotelian immanent form) and the instrument, 
can be left aside for present purposes)."’ As Sharples notes, the Forms are 
the Demiurge’s thoughts in the Timaeus in the sense that he is aware of 
them; the issue could be better phrased in terms of whether the Forms 
have an existence independent of the divine mind." It has been suggested 
that the three principle theory developed from the theory of two and a 
half principles;’> Tarrant demonstrates that it is characteristic of the second 
century AD; while Runia dates the three principle theory to the first century 
ap.'6 

In any case, Philo never refers to the Forms as ungenerated, since that 
would imply that they are independent of God. That does not automatically 
mean that they are generated in time.” The noetic realm, contained in the 
Logos, undergoes two phases. As the noetic realm, it exists eternally. As 
a physical instantiation, it becomes immanent in the world, but both of 
these phases occur simultaneously. 

One issue dominating recent Platonist scholarship concerns the extent of 
Philo’s contribution to the Middle Platonist theory of the Forms. According 
to Wolfson, Philo is the first to apply the term Kdcuos vontés (‘intelligible 
world’) to the ensemble of the Forms.'® The notion of a ‘noetic cosmos’ 
may have been inspired by the opening of Republic x, where Socrates draws 
a distinction between three types of bed: a particular bed constructed by 
a carpenter, the image of a bed produced by a painter and the idea of the 
bed, produced by God. Plato had previously used the expression vontds 
totros (‘intelligible place’, Rep. v1.504d, vi1.517b) or UtTtepoupdvios TdTrOs 
(‘supercelestial place’) at Phaedrus 247¢, to refer to the place of the Forms. 
Wolfson sees Philo as altering these terms to refer to a noetic cosmos which 
does not exist eternally in the mind of God, but which only comes into 
being when He decides to create."? I would not be as prepared as Wolfson 
to regard Philo as father of the term kdopos vonrtos. I think in any case that 


Sharples: 1995, 70 3 Simplicius, Commentary on Aristotles’ Physics 1.2 


4 Sharples: 1995, 74. Sharples also notes a passage in Varro (Varro ap. St. Augustine, De civitate Dei 
7.28 = Varro Ant. Rer. Div. xv, fr. 206 in Cardauns: 1976, in which these three principles are 
identified with the Capitoline triad (Jupiter, Juno and Minerva), but since Minerva sprang from 
the head of Jupiter, it accommodates the two and a half principle theory also. 

5 Sharples: 1995, 75 16 Tarrant: 1985, 116; Runia: 1993, 135 7 Wolfson: 1968, 208 

Wolfson: 1968, 227 2 Wolfson: 1968, 228 
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there is a distinction in Philo between an eternally existing Logos and the 
noetic realm which it contains, which emerges simultaneously when God 
turns to demiurgy. (This is apparent from the famous image of the architect 
designing a city in Opi’; see my discussion below. The envisaged city is 
only created when the architect considers what he wishes to construct; it 
does not exist otherwise.) 

This notion that the noetic realm is the cosmos when God turns to 
create, means that it functions as the ‘idea of ideas’.*° A text from the Stoic 
philosopher Arius Didymus proves illuminating in this regard: 


Therefore the particular archetypes, as it were, precede the sense-perceptible 
bodies, so that the Form containing all the Forms itself, being the most 
beautiful and the most perfect, exists as the paradigm of this cosmos, for it 
has been made similar to it by the Demiurge and produced in accordance 
with divine Providence out of the whole essence.” 


This passage is adapted by Alcinous at Didasc. 12.1, where he claims that 
God generates the cosmos by looking towards the idea of one.** This notion 
of the Forms as the contents of the divine mind may owe something to 
the Jewish tradition, where God is said to have used the Torah as a model, 
though this notion may in turn be derived from Platonic influence on 
Judaism.” This is instructive, since if God constructs the cosmos according 
to the Forms which are his thoughts, it leaves open the possibility that God 
has created according to (from our perspective) His own whims. However, 
since, in reality, the world is constructed on rational principles to allow it 
to attain the greatest degree of excellence of which it is capable, it is not 
that far removed from the production of the Platonic Demiurge. 

It is true to state that the term Kd6ouos vontés occurs in Philo for the first 
time in extant Greek literature. However, terms which express a similar 
concept are used elsewhere. Timaeus Locrus $30 mentions 6 i8aviKds 
Koouos (‘the ideal cosmos’), a phrase used also by Aétius at Ps.-Plutarch 
Plac. 1.7 and 2.6.** Unfortunately, none of this proves that Philo could 
not have invented the doctrine. Plato himself, at times, comes close to 


2° Opif: 25 *" Eusebius, Praep. Ev. x1.23.6 72 Runia: 2001, Ist 

*3 This notion comes across in the exegesis of Rabbi Hoshai’a of Caesarea, a friend of Origen: “The 
Torah declares: “I am the working tool of the Holy One, blessed be He.” In human practice, when 
a mortal king builds a palace he builds it not with his own skill but with the skill of an architect. 
The architect moreover does not build it out of his head, but employs plans and diagrams to know 
how to arrange the chambers and the wicket doors. Thus God consulted the Torah, and created 
the world while the Torah declares “in the beginning God created (1:1) ‘beginning’ referring to the 
Torah...” (Genesis Rabbah 1.1, Midrash Rabbah, trans. H. Freedman and M. Simon, The Socino 
Press, London, 1951). The Rabbi may owe this model to the Platonic tradition. 

*4 Timaeus Locrus is generally dated to the mid-third century Bc, while Aétius (50-100 aD) was slightly 
later than Philo. 
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expressing doctrines which could be viewed as having given rise to such a 
belief. At Rep. v1.508c, he refers to ‘noetic place’, in the Phaedrus myth and 
at 247cI—2 to ‘things outside the cosmos’.*° 

Radice goes further; for him Philo was the catalyst of the doctrine that 
the Forms are the thoughts of God. Clearly, the concept is not expressesed 
on a literal reading of the Timaeus, where the Demiurge is subordinate to 
the Forms, whereas for Philo, God produces the blueprint according to 
which he wishes to create the world. (If we accept a non-literal reading, 
it becomes rather a different matter. The Forms have to be interpreted 
in some way, and the view that they are the thoughts of God, or the 
rational World-Soul, would seem to be the most logical one.) For Radice, 
Philo considers God as the ‘foundational’ creator; that is the creator of 
the ‘positive foundations’ of the world.*® This is because He only creates 
true being (the physical instantiation of the Forms) and not the nega- 
tive components (matter and evil) which are non-existent and therefore 
could not be created. This is a break with the ‘semi-creationalism’ of Plato 
(what I refer to as true demiurgy; ordering matter in conformity with the 
Forms). 

I agree that this distinction can be drawn regarding the function of 
the Demiurge in Plato and Philo. However, as Radice himself admits, 
attributing the origin of the doctrine that the Forms are the thoughts of 
God to Philo would create three main problems.” Firstly, Philo adopts this 
theory as part of his allegorical reading of the Bible, and no trace of this 
Biblical exegesis can be observed in Platonism subsequently. Secondly, it 
would imply that Philo was capable of exerting significant influence upon 
the subsequent Platonic tradition. Indeed, Radice even envisages a situation 
in which two co-existing Platonic traditions, the mainstream Greek one and 
a Hellenist—Jewish variant, merge after Philo, thereby explaining the means 
by which this Philonic theory could enter the mainstream tradition.*® The 
third difficulty lies in Philonic interpretation; many scholars would view 
Philo as incapable of inventing a theory of this significance. 

Radice adopts three responses. Philo never indicates a source for this 
doctrine in De Opificio Mundi. This is hardly reliable evidence, though, 
since he frequently avoids attributing specific doctrines even to Plato. 
Secondly, and more cogently, De Opificio Mundi presents a more original 
account of creation than De Aeternitate Mundi (a dual exegesis of the 
Bible and the 7imaeus) and so can be seen as closer to Philo’s own beliefs, 


75 Runia: 2001, 136 26 Radice: 1991, 127 
27 Radice: 1991, 129 28 Radice: 1991, 130 
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while De Aeternitate Mundi presents a more traditional Greek account. 
Additionally De Natura Mundi from Timaeus Locrus, which is regarded as 
a standard exegesis of the Timaeus at this period, is close to De Aeternitate 
Mundi and never claims that the Forms are the thoughts of God. I do not 
feel, however, that the evidence is sufficient to postulate both that Philo was 
the first to use the term Kécopos vorntés and that he invented (as opposed to 
developed) the notion of the Forms as God’s thoughts. Given his position 
close to the beginnings of Middle Platonism, we must be careful not to 
foist originality upon Philo in our enthusiasm to arrive at a more detailed 
understanding of how this particular phase of Platonism began. That said, 
however, Philo probably displays originality in his utilisation of the Logos of 
God and in his location of the noetic realm in this Logos. The Logos-Cutter 
is, in all probability, a Philonic contribution, given the fact, that in the 
absence of these notions in his philosophical predecessors, such concepts 
could easily have commended themselves to him from Scripture. 


The Logos and the Logos-Cutter 


The image of the Logos as a tool is one of the predominant images pre- 
sented by Philo in order to cast light on its functioning in the creation 
of the world. Additionally, the Logos can also be presented as a mediating 
entity.*? A more obscure example has been noted by Dillon and does not 
seem to have received the attention which it deserves; the equation of 
the Logos with Ganymede.*° Initially, this appears rather bizarre: Hermes 
normally represents the Stoic—Platonic Logos in later Platonism.** Philo 
usually prefers to use Athena, given the nature of her birth (sprung from 
the head of Zeus), as at Leg. All. 1.15 or Opif: 100. Obviously, Ganymede is 
not alluded to by name, though we could hardly expect Philo to do that, 
and indeed he avoids mentioning Athena by name in his equation of her 
with the Logos. On closer reflection, the equation of Ganymede need not 


9 *To his chief and most honoured messenger, his Logos, the Father who engendered everything has 
bestowed a remarkable fiefdom, to stand on the frontier and separate the creator from his product. 
The Logos is both continuously the suppliant of stressed mortality to the immortal and the ruler’s 
ambassador to his subject. He exults in his fiefdom and exalting it, he describes it in the following 
terms: “And I stood between the Lord and you” (Deut. 5:5), i.e. not being uncreated like God or 
created like you, but a mean term between both extremes, serving as a hostage to both sides, to the 
parent as a pledge that what has been generated should never refuse to obey the reins and revolt, 
choosing disorder instead of order and to the offspring as hopefulness that the merciful God will 
never look away from his own work’ (Her. 205-6). 

Dillon: 1979, passim 

# Dillon: 1979, 38 points out that for Philo, Hermes is merely the planet Mercury, as for example at 

Dec. 54. 
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appear so strange. As the wine-pourer (oivoxdos) of Zeus, he represents the 
flow of God’s (ordering) grace to the rest of creation, precisely one of the 
activities carried out by the Logos. Dillon cites two passages in which this 
image is used: Deus 155-8 and Spec. 1.303. 


ois 8 6 Beds érrivipel Kal EtTrouBpet Tas GyabOv THyds avabe_ev, ek AdKKOU 
Tivopev Kal Bpaxetas [Kai] KaT& yfis AiPdS5as d&valntotyev, Uovtos fiv 
a&vEeTIOXéETWS OUPaVvoU Tv véKTapos Kal c&uBpooias THy pEWUOEULEVOOY 
GuEived TPO; ... 

ouK &v ouv é&k A&KKou Triol, @ SlS8wow 6 Feds Tas aKp&TOUS LEBUOYA- 
TOS TOOEIS, TOTE LEV S1Q Tlvos UTINPETOUVTOS THY ayyéAwy, Ov CivoyoEiV 
HElwoe, TOTE SE Kai 81 EaxuTod, undéva Tot S15dvtos Kai Tot AapBdvovtos 
uetaéu T18¢is. 

Are we to drink from a tank and seek out small springs beneath the earth, we 
whom God snows and rains blessings upon from on high, when the heavens 
shower upon us without end food superior to the nectar and ambrosia 
recounted in myth ... (Deus 155) 


He, on whom God has bestowed unmixed draughts of intoxication, would 
not drink from a tank either from the hand of one of the angels that serve 
him, who is his designated wine-pourer or directly from his own hand, 
without anyone being placed between the one who gives and the one who 
receives. (Deus 158) 


This image of God raining down his blessings upon mankind is instructive 
of Philo’s view of the Logos. In the first place, it would appear that Philo 
is equating the Logos with an angel when he refers to one of the angels 
functioning as the winepourer of God. However, at Her. 205, Philo refers 
to the Logos as the chief messenger (&pxcyyeAos). Philo elsewhere regards 
the Logos as an angel.** He is also the fWvioxos (charioteer) or Etoyos 
(mount) of the powers (Fug. 16) and their father and guide.** At Conf. 
148, the Logos is said to be the oldest image of God. In the second instance, 
he contemplates the possibility that God dispenses benefits directly upon 
created matter without any mediation, without coming down in favour of 
one of his models of divine Providence. What is going on here? 

The notion that benefits (as well as evils) are dispensed by angels, rather 
than by God directly, is found elsewhere in the Philonic corpus, as well 
as the understanding that God is capable of intervening directly upon the 
material world; He has no need of any entities to insulate Him from the 
phenomenal realm. In any case, it seems strange that Philo should attempt 


? Cher. 3 and 35, Mut. 87, Fug. 5, Deus 182 3 Billings: 1919, 45 34 Soman. I1.185-7 
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to portray the relationship between God and his Logos in (covert) homo- 
erotic terms. Dillon notes the lack of surviving testimony to this allegory 
elsewhere, although he notes the possibility that it was conceived some 
time previously and so was more acceptable by the stage that Philo came 
to use it. A further indication of speculation in this regard is the identifi- 
cation of Ganymede with the Water-Carrier by Hellenistic times; leading 
one to believe that it was beginning to be regarded as a cosmic power.’ 
In this context, Dillon mentions the demiurgic imagery of the Avestan 
tradition, in which Haoma, a spirit who inhabits alcohol, is responsible 
for the blessings of humanity. This is similar to the second equation of the 
Logos as Ganymede at Spec. 1.303, as the fountain from which God pours 
forth the virtues. 

This reveals the complex nature of Philo’s conception of the Logos. It 
is more than a mere tool or knife used by God during creation. It is a 
mediating entity, which functions as a co-Creator and plays an active role 
in the universe after genesis, although it does not compromise God’s unity. 
The conceptions of the Logos as a knife and as the wine-pourer of God 
can be regarded as related. As wine-pourer, the Logos is responsible for 
conveying divine benefits upon mankind; as cutter, it provides the greatest 
of benefits in terms of the ordering division of the created realm. 

The idea of the Logos as a continual outpouring from God evokes the 
later Plotinian notion of a creative flow from the One. Furthermore, it 
underpins the role which it plays in a continual creation. Philo uses the 
term Logos to refer to vots, quite possibly because he wished to draw 
a distinction between the divine Intellect and the human mind. In this 
sense, it can be regarded as containing the Forms. It is also referred to as 
the oldest and the most generic of created things (Leg. All. 111.175), as well 
as ‘the first-born son of God’ (Agr. 51). This seems to have paved the way 
for the later identification of the divine Logos with Christ in subsequent 
Christian thinking. Additionally, the Logos can resemble a proto-Gnostic 
Demiurge in so far as ‘it is called a god by those with imperfect knowledge 
of the real god’.*” 

This positing of the Logos does not undermine the unity of the godhead, 
which remains indivisible for Philo: 


6 yap Bet Adyos PIAEETMOS Kal YOVOTIKOS, Ev SyAw TH THV yeyovoTav 
Kal pbapnoopéveov ovyXi puPdyEvOS, AAA’ &v@ gorTay Eiflopévos &el Kal Evi 


35 Dillon: 1979, 39 
36 Homiliae Clementis 5.17, Ampelius 2.11, Ps.-Erathosthenes, Catast. 26, 30, as mentioned by Dillon: 


1979 39. 
37 Leg. All. 111.207; of: Somn. 1.229-30; 238-39 
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OTrASSs Eival WOVE) HEMEAETIKOdS. ATUNTOL HEV OUV ai SUO QUES, f} TE Ev NIV 
Tot Aoylopod Kai f UTEP HUaS TOU Beiou Adyou,a&tyNnToI S oUal LUPIA 
GAAG TELVOUOIV. 


For the Word of God is solitary and fond of solitude, never mixing with the 
throng of things that come into being and perish, but its accustomed station 
is always above and it has taken thought to be an attendant to One only. 
Therefore there are two indivisible natures, that of rationality within us and 
that of the divine reason above us and although indivisible themselves, they 
divide countless other things. (Her. 234) 


This is reiterated at Her. 236, where Philo indicates that not only is the 
Father indivisible, but that this characteristic is possessed by the Logos 
also.** It is particularly interesting that Philo should attempt to preserve 
this sort of ‘unity in the second degree’, since it indicates that the Logos is 
not based on the Platonic Dyad. (Indeed, it is a masculine entity and has 
more in common with the World-Soul; it is Sophia that corresponds most 
closely with the Dyad.) One of the advantages in numerous metaphysical 
systems for postulating secondary gods is that it allows postulation of 
further hypostases, but Philo, as a monotheist, is very keen on preserving 
a united godhead, even as regards secondary divine entities. In spite of 
Philo’s claim that the Logos is a second god, he does not use the phrase in 
the same manner as Numenius. Numenius’ Second God, as we shall see, is 
divided by matter, whereas although the Philonic Logos is the sole cause of 
the division of matter, Philo is at pains to point out that it is not divided 
by it. 

On two occasions, Philo refers to the Logos as an instrument used by 
God in the creation of the world. At Leg. All. 111.96, we are told that God 
‘used it like an instrument when He was making the world (xooyorroiet)’ 
and ‘when He was fashioning the world (ékoouéTAcoTe1), He used it as an 
instrument, so that the arrangement of all the things He was completing 
might be faultless’ (Migr. 6). On three occasions, the role of the Logos as 
an instrument is implied. It is that ‘through which’ (81 o¥) the world was 
produced (@5npioupyeito) at Sacr. 8, (and Spec. 1.81) or that ‘by which’ 


38 toto SE ouLPatver 81d TH Tpds Tov ToINTHY Kal TATépa Tav droov EupepEIav. Td yap Beiov &pryés, 


aKpatov, avEpeoTaTov UTIAPXOV ATrAVTI TH KOoUw yeyovey aiTiov Ui€Ews, KPaoEWS, SIa1pETEwS, 
TOAUEpEIAS: OTE EIKOTS Kal Ta GuOIWBéVTA, voUs Te 6 Ev TIv Kal 6 UTEP Tas, auEpEs Kal 
GtunTo UTapXovTEs SiaipEiv Kal Siakpiverv ExaoTa THY SvTwV EPPWHEVWS SUVT}OOVTAL. 

‘And this comes about as the result of its resemblance to the Maker and Father of all. For the 
godhead is pure, unmixed and without subordinate parts and has become for the entire cosmos the 
cause of mixture, blending, divisibility and multiplicity of parts. So that it is fitting that what is 
similar to God, the Intellect in us and the Intellect above us, should subsist as pure and indivisible 
and still be robust and capable of distinguishing everything that is.’ 
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God made the world at Cher. 127. This is similar to the role played by 
Wisdom during creation. In The Wisdom of Solomon, the author treats 
Wisdom as equivalent to the Logos of God, although he refers to it as “God’s 
daughter’. Wisdom is equally that ‘through which (8r 7s) the world came 
into existence’? or ‘was brought to completion’.*° Wisdom additionally is 
the title given to what seems to be the Philonic equivalent of the Receptacle 
at Ebr. 31, where it is called the ‘mother and nurse (T1677) of the all’. 

The Logos functions in the typical role of a divine mediator, insulating 
God from the disorder (in Philo’s case, evil might be a little too strong) 
inherent in matter: 


2§ éxetvns yap 1avt éyévvncen 6 Beds, OUK EpaTrTdpEvos avTds — OU yap TV 
Géuis atreipou Kal Trepuppevns UANs waver Tov eUSaivova Kal waKaplov — 
GAAG Tois GowpaToOIS SuvdpEotv, dv ETULOV SvouG ai iS£a1, KATEXPT]TATO 
TIPOS TO YEVOS EKAOTOV TIV APYOTTOUVOGY AaPEiv LopPty. 

For God generated everything out of that [matter] without touching it 
himself — for it was not right for his happy and blessed nature to touch 
unlimited and jumbled matter — but he employed incorporeal powers, aptly 
called Forms, so that each genus might be able to take its appropriate 


shape. (Spec. 1.329) 


This mode of creation is echoed when God calls upon his powers to aid 
Him in the forming of man. These incorporeal powers which allow matter 
to take a shape do not themselves become enmattered (unlike the man 
of the Poimandres: see below). Although it may not be ‘lawful’ for God 
to act directly upon matter, this does not prevent Him from dispensing 
benefits directly to mortals (Leg. All. 111.178). While Philo compares these 
incorporeal powers which assist in creation to the [Platonic] Forms, they 
also reflect the influence of the Stoic doctrine of efficient causes. 

The image of the Logos as a cutter might well have suggested itself to 
Philo from the flaming sword of the Cherubim at Gen. 3:24, once Philo had 
equated this with the Logos.** Among the Nag Hammadi texts, according 
to The Testimony of Truth 9.3, it is the Word (logos) which separates us 
from the error of the angels, where it is associated with the incarnate Son 
of Man.** In The Teaching of Silvanus, the Logos is also regarded as a 
cutting-agent, and an identification with the incarnate Christ is made 


39 Fug. 10 4° Det. 54 

4" This is suggested by Harl: 1966 — Quis rerum divinarum heres sit (PM 15). 

# ‘But the saw is the Word of the Son of Man which separates us from the error of the angels. But no 
one knows the God of the truth except the man alone, this one who will forsake all the things of 
the world since he has renounced the whole place having grasped the fringe of his garment’ (trans. 
Birger Pearson, as furnished by Hay: 1973, 18). 
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explicit.* The Gospel of Truth compares the Logos to a drawn sword.** 
However, just as in The Teaching of Silvanus, this cutting-action has a 
soteriological, rather than a demiurgic significance, evoking the Johannine 
conception of Incarnation, with the Word condemning some and saving 
others. The three Nag Hammadi texts quoted above date from the second 
century AD. 

This portrayal of the Logos as a saw or sword may either be influenced in 
some way (directly or indirectly) by Philo, or indicate a current in Judaeo— 
Christian philosophical thought, which Philo himself adopted. Philo may 
have drawn upon the Jewish tradition’s view of the divine word as a sword 
used. for protection of the faithful and punishment of the wicked,* and 
conflated this with the cosmological elements of the Stoic Logos. The 
Logos-Cutter can be viewed as a Jewish response within the current of 
Greek philosophy, which attempted to explain the imposition of order 
upon a disordered universe using figures such as Hermes or Osiris as a 
personification of divine wisdom. As a divine mediator, the Logos appears 
at Poimandres 10-11 and at Plutarch’s De Iside et Osiride (53-4, 372e-373¢). 
Eudorus (of Alexandria) may also have expressed the combination of the 
Monad and Dyad as the thought or Adyos of a supreme One.*° Tobin 
suggests that the Logos in Philo may reflect an element from the early stages 
of Alexandrian Middle Platonism, ignored by subsequent thinkers.*” 

A useful source for Philo’s doctrine of the Logos-Tomeus is his commen- 
tary Quis Rerum Divinarum Heres Sit (“Who is the Heir of Divine Things?’), 
an exegesis of Gen. 15:2-18, concerning Abraham’s sacrifice of the heifer, 
ram and birds. Although the concept of the Logos-Cutter is only fully devel- 
oped in Her., at Fug. 194-6, it is mentioned as a Divider. In an interesting 
philosophical insight, Philo portrays Yahweh as the inventor of Platonic 
diairesis by which he differentiates the various levels of the created realm. 
At Her. 132, Philo refers to Abraham’s division of his sacrifice as symbolic 
of the Logos’ division of our consciousness into rational and irrational soul, 
true and false speech and cognitive and non-cognitive impressions. Philo 
has no qualms here about adopting a twofold division of the soul, despite 
the more Platonic tripartite division, in favour of Stoic tendencies. At Her. 


4 “Knock on yourself that the Word (Logos) may open for you. For he is the Ruler of Faith and the 
Sharp Sword, having become all for everyone because he wishes to have mercy on everyone’ (trans. 
Peel and Zandee, quoted by Hay: 1973, 19). Teach. Silv. 117, 5-10 

44°... for this is the judgment that came forth from Heaven, having judged everyone, being a drawn 
sword of two edges cutting this way and that, when came into the midst the Word who is in the 
heart of those who speak it, it was not mere sound, but it became a soma.’ GT 25.25-26.15 (trans. 
Grobel). The original Greek text does not survive; The Gospel of Truth has been preserved in a 
Coptic translation. 

4 Hay: 1973, 19 46 Tobin: 1993, 149 47 Tobin: 1993, 149 
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133, Philo again signals the link between diairesis and demiurgy. The Arti- 
ficer (6 texvitns) creates by dividing our soul and limbs in the middle, the 
technique he uses for creation of the world itself, which is equated with 
division into equal parts and the division of opposites. 

This notion of the Logos engaged in division is central to Philo’s notion 
of world-creation. It is hardly surprising that it is the Logos which is engaged 
in this sort of activity, as the human mind, which Philo also describes as a 
Logos, is occupied with much the same function on a smaller scale, when 
it is engaged in diairesis.** Her. 134 continues this concept of a creative 
division on the part of the Logos, based around the four main elements. 


AafRaov yap avthy pEato Siaipeiv Se- SU TO TPdTov étroie: TUNLATA, 
TO Te Bap Kal KoUpov, TO TraxUMEpEeS ATO TOU AETTTONEPOUS SiaKpiveov: 
ci0’ Exdtepov dA BSiaipei, TO HEV AeTTTOUEPES Eis GéPa Kal Trp, TO BE 
TraxupepEés eis USwp Kal yijv, & Kal oTolxeia aiofTa aiofnTot KOoUOU, 
@oavel GeuEAious, TPOKATEBAAETO. 


For taking this, he began to divide it in the following manner. First he 
made two sections, one heavy and the other light, distinguishing the coarse 
particles from the fine ones. And then he divides each of these again, the 
rare particles into air and fire and the dense ones into water and earth, 
which as the sensible elements of the sensible realm, he established as the 
foundations. 


The first task of the Logos-Cutter is division based on the elements. The 
activity of the Logos here parallels very closely the ordering through differ- 
entiation engaged in by the Demiurge of the Timaeus.*? It is interesting that 
in spite of a certain adoption of Stoic elements, a great deal of Philo’s expo- 
sition of the Logos-Cutter is expressed in terms generic to all the schools. 
Certainly Stoic, however, is the division of fire into two kinds at $136; the 
useful variety and what amounts to the Stoic pyr technikon, set aside to 
preserve the heavens.*° 


48 This parallel is made more explicit at Her. 235: 6 Te yap Beios Adyos TH év TH PUoEL Sieide Karl 
Siévee TaVTA, 6 Te TyETEPOS vos, &TT Av TapOAdBN vontas Tredyyata Te Kal oopaTa, eis 
GtreipaKis Atreipa Siaipet pEPT] Kal TEuveov ousEToTE Anyél. 


‘The divine Logos separated and distributed everything that is in nature, and our mind dealing with 
the material and immaterial things grasped by intellection, divides them into an infinity of infinities 
and at no point does it stop cutting them, 
49 This notion is developed at Her. 135: T&A SE TO BapU Kal KoU@ov Kad’ ETEpas ETEUVED ISéas, TO LEV 
koUgov gis puXpdov TE Kal Bepudv — Etregruloe SE TO MEV WUXPOV GEPa, TO SE BEPYOV PUCEI TP -, 
TO 5é Bap eis Uypov Te aU Kal Enpdv: exdAece SE TO LEV Enpov yijv, TO BE Uypdv Sap. 
“Once again he divided heavy from light according to a different method of classification. He 
divided the light into cold and hot and he called the cold “air”, and that which is hot by nature, 
“fire”, and the heavy into wet and dry; and he called the dry “earth” and the wet “water”.’ 
°° Of SVF 1.120 
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At Her. 140, Philo makes it quite clear that God is the true Demiurge 
and the Logos is merely the means or tool by which He creates, rather than 
some kind of independently-operating agent. 


oUTws 6 Feds AKOVNOGHEVOS TOV TONER TOV COUUTTIAVTOV aUTOU Adyov SinjpEt 
Try Te &Yoegov Kal &troiov Tév SAwyV ovolav Kal TA EF avis atroKpIBEVTA 
TETTAPA TOU KdoYOU OTOIXEIA Kal TA B1& TOUTWY TrayévTa CO& Te aU Kal 
guTa. 

And so God sharpened the blade of his all-cutting Logos and he divided uni- 
versal being, previously formless and without quality and the four elements 
of the cosmos set apart from it and the animals and plants solidified from 
them. 


The Being which God divides here is ousia or the Stoic conception of 
matter, although God is envisaged as ordering, rather than creating. The 
continual division of matter by the Logos can be viewed as Philo’s version 
of the continual geometry engaged in by the Demiurge at Quaest. Conviv. 
1002e., stressed at Her. 235 (quoted at n 48), where the Logos is said to 
never cease to cleave matter. The passage describes the Logos as dividing 
matter into an infinity of infinities; for Philo, there was no such thing as 
an atom in the philosophical sense — it was always possible, even if only 
for the Logos, to subdivide matter eternally. The ovSétrote here, I would 
suggest, could be taken as ‘at no point’ as well as ‘never’; the Logos never 
ceases to divide matter in the temporal sense, but equally in its continual 
care for the phenomenal realm, it is capable of infinite division, or at 
least to a point beyond that which can be comprehended by the human 
mind. 

This notion of the Logos as a tool is echoed in a similar passage at $167: 
‘these tables too were cut by the Divine Legislator and by Him only’. This 
notion of cutting suggests that the thought of God can be equated with 
the toueUs. The passage helps to reinforce the notion of the Logos-Cutter 
as an instrument of the Demiurge, since the identification of a legislator 
with a Demiurge is an old one, etymologically and conceptually, as both 
can be regarded as imposing order upon disorder. Although Philo’s image 
of the Logos-Cutter appears to be a unique contribution, Her. 146 reveals 
how much he owes to the Demiurge of the Timaeus: 


TOUTHV TIPOUTTOTUTIMBEVTOV 15E THs HEOA SieA~v loa SieiAe KATA TAOS 
TUS iodTHTOS i5éa¢ Ev TH TOU TavTds OUpavot yevéoel. Ap18Ud Ev OU loa 
Ta Papéa ToIs KOUMOIS ETEUVE, SUO SUOl, yijv Kal Vdwp, Ta Bapos ExovTa, 
Tois pUGEL KOUMOIS, EPI KAI TUPI, Kal dA Ev Evi, TO LEV EnpdTaTov TH 
UypoTata, yiv USaTi, TO SE wUXPOTATOV TH HepuOTaTa, Tupl dpa, TOV 
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QaUTOV SE TPOTTOV Kal OKOTOS PT! Kal TUEPAV VUKTI Kal XEIUaVI BEPOS Kal 
EXP1 WETOTTOPOV Kal Soa TOUTWY OUYYEvi}. 

Having sketched this in outline, note how God in ‘dividing in the middle’ 
when creating the universe divided according to all principles of equality. 
For with respect to equality of number, he cut heavy parts equal in number 
to the light parts, two parts corresponding to two parts, earth and water, 
being heavy, corresponding to air and fire, the parts which are light by 
nature. And in this way again one corresponds to one, the driest to the 
wettest, earth to water and the coldest to the hottest, fire to air, and in the 
same way darkness corresponds to light and day to night and summer to 
winter and spring to autumn and there are many other examples of the same 


kind. 


This activity is similar to the separating action of the Receptacle (under 
the guidance of the Demiurge). The stress on division based on equality 
(i.e. rational principles) echoes the mixing together of the Same and the 
Different; Philo points to the rationality visible in the cosmos, as evidence 
that it must have been created by a rational principle. 

This is echoed in the description of the equitable construction of the 
heavens at Her. 147, which is very similar to the construction of the heavens 
and the insertion of the World-Soul at Tim. 35. The Demiurge creates 
parallel circles in heaven: the spring and autumn equinoxes and the summer 
and winter solstices. He further observes equality in his creation of two 
uninhabited zones adjoining the poles and two habitable and temperate 
zones. The description here is very similar to the construction of the heavens 
and the insertion of the World-Soul at Tim. 35. Although Philo dispenses 
with the World-Soul, which becomes largely replaced by the Logos, he 
is prepared to adopt the imagery of the Timaeus for his own purposes.” 
Dillon suggests that Philo may be using a Stoic handbook in delineating his 
concept of the Logos. In this context, he cites the presentation of Antiochus 
of Ascalon in Cicero’s Academica Posteriora, where mention is made of an 
infinite ‘cutting’ and ‘dividing’ of matter.*> However, Cicero does not go 
into details of how this division contributes to the organisation of matter, 
or indeed any details at all. 


Her. 153 develops the notion that man is a compound generated by an equitable mixture of his 
components by the Logos: ... kai Te Tepi Huds yévToI TETTAPG, Enpdv, Uypdv, WUXPdV Te aU Kal 
Bepudv, Thy 81 a&vadoyias iodtyta Kepacapévny &pydoacbai, Kai uNndSév GAAO <tySs> 7 KpaoIv 
Eival TOV Tecodpav SuvayEewv avadoyias iodtnyt1 Kpabeiody. 


“...and they tell us that the four components: dry, wet, cold and hot have been mixed and 
harmonised according to equal mathematical proportion and we are nothing other than the mixture 
of the four constituents blended together on the basis of mathematical proportion.’ 


* “infinite secari atque dividi’, ap. Cicero, Acad. Post. 27. 
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Just like his Platonic predecessor, the Philonic Demiurge constructs the 
world based on significant numbers, which reveals the perfection of the 
cosmos (Her. 156).°’ It is this that allows Philo to explain in philosophical 
terms creation in six/seven days; obviously there is no reason why an 
omnipotent deity should require a week to create the cosmos, since he 
would be capable, as Philo asserts, of creating it simultaneously. However, 
the importance of six and seven underline the perfection of what was 
created. This perfection of the created world is evoked by the menorah.** 
This importance of six and seven is stressed subsequently at Her. 215. 

It is evident that the cosmos as a whole is good. God ‘judged equally 
about the little and the great, according to Moses’ (Her. 157). There can be 
no question of the recalcitrance of matter as an explanation of the exist- 
ence of evil in the created realm: God, like the Platonic Demiurge, made 
the best kind of world possible, but unlike him, was in no way limited 
by the materials which He used.°° The prejudicial Platonic view of matter 
does come across at Her, 158, although not as a limitation on God’s bounty. 
Rather, matter is not responsible for the beauty of the cosmos, which must 
be attributed to the superior science of the Demiurge.”” For Philo, in spite 


3 tatta 8 ovK &11d oKoTrOU SiSdoKoual, GAN’ Eyvwoav 6t1 f Tod Geod Téxvn, Kad’ fv ZSquiovpyel 
THX OUUTTAVTG, OUTE ETTiTAOIW OUTE GvEeol SeXouEvn, UEvouca SE 1 AUTT KATE TH Ev UTrEepBoAais 
GKpoTHTa TEeAgins ExXoTOV THY dSvtTwv SeSnyloupynKe, Tao apiOyois Kal Tdaoais Tais ToS 
TEAElOTHTA iSéa1s KATAXETOOLEVOU TOU TETTOINKOTOS. 


‘And in teaching this they are not short of the mark, but they know that the art of God, according 
to which He produced everything, does not accept either tightening and slackening, but remains 
the same and through its transcendent superiority it has perfectly framed all things that are, all 
numbers and all forms that orient towards perfection are fully employed by the Maker.’ 

4 Her. 225: étttyeiov ovv BouAnbels &pxeTUTIOU THs KAT OUPavov opaipas ETTAgEyyoUs LiuNYa Trap’ 
Nuiv 6 texvitns yeveoBar Ta&yKaAov Epyov TpoceTa€e, Thy Auxviav, SnuloupynSfivar. SE5extar Sé 
Kal 1 TPOS WUXI ENPEPELA AUTHIS 
‘Therefore the Craftsman wishing that we might possess an imitation of the archetypal heavenly 
sphere with its seven lights ordered this most beautiful work, the candlestick, to be made. Its 
similarity to the soul has been demonstrated.’ 

5 11. Tk yap Aeyoueva SixoTOpNYaTa TpIdv Cav Sixa Sioipebévtay EF éyéveTo, wos EBSouov Tov 
Touea Eival Adyov, SiaoTéAAovTa Tas TpIdSas, WECOV AUTOV iSpuULEVOV. 


“... therefore what are referred to as the half-portions of the three animals cloven in two made six 
and the Logos-Cutter, separating both sets of three, and stationing himself in the centre, was the 
seventh.’ Cf Her. 219. 

This non-recalcitrance of matter also seems to appear at the Ciceronian passage Ac. Post. 27, as 

pointed out by Sedley; a Stoic position. 

7 Her. 158:... étrei Kal 6o01 TSv Texvitdv ior Sdxipor, &s av TapaAcBwoww Aas, cite ToAUTEAEIS 
elev cite Kal eUTEAEOTATAl, SnuIoupyeiv EHéAOUOL ETTAIVETAS. 757 SE TIVES Kal TPOO@IAOKAAOUVTES 
Ta év Talis eUTEAEOTEPAIS OUOIaIs TEeXVIKMTEPA THV Ev TaiS TrOAUTEAEOLW EipyaoavTo BouAnfevtes 
TrpooO1)Kn Tov éToTHMOvIKOU TO KATE Ti UANv EvSéov ETIAaviIo@oa. 


*... for all noted craftsmen, whether they use expensive materials or those easily paid for, wish to 
employ them in a manner worthy of praise and indeed some have wrought better work with the 
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of what humans might think, there is no dichotomy between an inferior 
or superior part of creation (Her. 159): 


Tipiov 8 oUSév TAv év BAais Tapa BEd: 816 Tis AUTFs HETES COKE THOT TEXVT|S 
2€ toou. Trapd Kal év tepois ypagais Aéyeta: ‘eiSev 6 Beds Ta TAVTA doa 
étroingev, Kal iSoU KaAK Alav’ (Gen. 1:31), TH SE TOU adTOU TUyydvovTa 
étraivou Tapa TH éEtrawowvt1 Tavtes EoTiv iootipa. 

But no honour is bestowed to any type of material by God. And on account 
of this he endowed them all with the same art and in equal proportion. And 
so in the holy Scriptures it says “God saw all things that He had made and 
behold they were good’ (Gen. 1:31) and those things which receive the same 
praise are equal in honour according to the one who praises. 


This passage seems to indicate the existence of different types of matter. But 
Philo perhaps uses SAn to refer to material in general, rather than ‘matter’ 
in the technical sense. I think that Philo is influenced here by the Genesis 
account, in which man is created from a mixture of materials, such as mud 
and pneuma. The account finds an echo in Plotinus’ comment at Ev. 111 2 
[47] 11.6 that a craftsman could not make an animal only with eyes, even if 
these are its finest feature. The beauty of the cosmos lies in its instantiation 
of all possibilities, and even though some of these possibilities may appear 
better than others, God has applied the same skill in making everything. 

This point is picked up at De Prov. 2.59 when Philo states that the 
creation of reptiles has not come into being by a direct act of Providence 
(kat& tpdvoiav), but as an attendant circumstance (kat étraKoAoUbnol) 
Philo adopts the response also favoured by the Christians in explaining why 
God has created wild animals (they encourage bravery) at De Prov. 2.56-8. 
Philo’s response is more systematic, however. Worms and lice cannot be 
blamed on the Demiurge, but occur for scientific reasons (putrefaction 
in food and perspiration). Just as Plato asserts that only what is good 
can be attributed to God, Providence is only responsible for that which is 
created ‘from its proper material by a generative and foremost process of 
nature’ (2€ oixeias JAns KAT QUOI OTTEPUATIKTV Kal TreOT|youLEVTy EXEL 
yéveotv).” Philo also adopts the Stoic approach that apparent evils, upon 
closer inspection, turn out to be beneficial, when he points out the utility 
of many venomous animals in medicinal processes at De Prov. 2.60f. 

The Logos goes on to allocate various portions to humanity at Her. 180. 
There are two distinct categories of good: a superior kind marked by a 


cheaper than the expensive substances: for they had an even greater love of beauty and by relying 
upon additional technique, they wished to make deficient material equal.’ 
8 De Prov. 2.59 59 De Prov. 2.59 
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stamp (étionua) is given to the lover of learning and a formless version 
(t& &tUTTOTA Kai Gonya) is bestowed upon the ignorant. Once again 
Philo can be regarded as a proto-Gnostic here, in his view of a Demiurge 
who distributes two different qualities of goods to two different classes of 
humanity, although this is also a a very Platonic distinction. The image 
of the stamp is similar to his use of the seal at Opif’, and refers to those 
elements of the phenomenal realm which are made after the image of the 
Logos (in Platonic terms, an instantiation of a Form). Therefore it seems 
that the Logos distributes to men of ignorance that which is purely material. 

Philo has a Stoicised reading of the Timaeus in mind at Her. 187-9, 
where he refers to the Logos as a bond holding together creation, though 
he uses the terms KoAAq and Seouds, rather than the more Stoic £€1s: 


...NOVvas SE OUTE TIPOCOOTKNY OUTE Aqpaipeol Séxeo8al TEPUKEYV, EiKOOV 
ovoa Tot pdvou TANpous Bot. yatva yap Ta ye GAAa é€ ExuTdy, ei SE 
Trou Kal TuKvavein, Ad6yw opiyyetat Peiw. KOAAA yap Kal Seauds OUTOS 
TAVTA THs OvoIas ExTrETTANPOKWS: 6 8’ Elpas Kal CUVUOTVAS EKaoTa TATIETIS 
autos ExUTOU KUPINS EoTiV, OU SenGeis ETEPOU TO TAPaTAD. 

...and a unit does not accept either addition or subtraction, being the 
image of the sole God, who also has plenitude. For other things are porous 
in themselves and if the pores are closed, it is because they are bound tight by 
the divine Logos. For the Logos is a glue and a bond and fills up all things with 
His essence. But He, fasting and weaving together each individual thing, is 
in a true sense filled with Himself and He requires absolutely nothing else. 


This echoes the portrayal of the Logos at De Plantatione 7-10, as a bond 
holding together opposites. There is an interesting parallel in the pseudo- 
Aristotelian De Mundo, where Nature is regarded as responsible for the 
harmony of opposites. As in Philo, Heraclitus is regarded as the originator 
of this concept. Although no exact parallel of the Philonic Logos-Cutter (in 
a demiurgic sense) prior to Philo can be found, Heraclitus does mention 
a spiritual principle which he calls /ogos (the origin of the Stoic doctrine), 
and which contributes to world-order by combining opposites rather like 
Philo’s Logos does at Her. 199—200:°° 


Try Sé ToUTOV EupEAT] OUVOECIv Te Kal KPGOLV TO TIPEORUTATOV Kal TEAELO- 
Tatov épyov &ylov ws GANGdds Eivar ouuBEBrke, TOV KdoHOV, Sv B1a CUL- 
BoAou Tot Bupicapatos oleTar Seiv evyaploteiv TH TEeTTOINKOTI, iva Adyoo 
MEV T] MUPEWIKT] TEXVT] KATAOKEUAOAEIoa OUVOECIS EKBUIGTAL, Eoyo SE 
6 Bela copia SnuloupyNPEls KOOYOS Gtras avapéepTTal pci Kal SeiAivijs 
OAOKAUTOULEVOS. 

6° Pr. 1 ap. Sextus adv. math. vi1.132; Fr. 2 ap. Sextus adv. math. v11.133; Fr. 50 ap. Pseudo-Hippolytus 


Ref. 1.9, 1; Fr. 67 ap. Pseudo-Hippolytus Ref. 1x.10, 8. See interpretation in Kirk, Raven, and 
Schofield: 1983. 
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And the harmoniously-concocted mixture, that most honoured and most 
polished work; which is truly sacred, the cosmos, which he holds under the 
token of incense, thanks its Maker, so that in speech it has been put together 
by the art of the parfumier, burnt up as incense, but in fact the cosmos, 
having been crafted by divine wisdom, is offered up and is a burnt offering 
morning and evening. 


This image of a cosmic mixture produced by the Demiurge could easily be 
inspired by Plato. However, Philo stresses that this mixture is harmonious, 
which is clearly not the case in the Timaeus, compounded as it is of the 
passive and the recalcitrant (Sameness and Difference). Indeed, at Her. 
214 and QG. 1.5, Philo points out that Heraclitus’ cosmology shares 
similarities with that of Moses. In the Hermetic tradition there is also 
a Logos-Cutter of sorts; Poimandres, who produces the cosmos through 
differentiation, and Hermes who is a combined Truth and Logos figure. 
Philo’s mention of Heraclitus does not indicate that he was father of 
a doctrine involving the Logos-Cutter. One can only conclude that the 
Logos-Cutter is an original contribution of Philo’s or he acquired it from a 
Hellenistic Jewish source. One can seen how he could have arrived at the 
idea, through considering the creative activity of the Demiurge in terms 
of the Platonic procedure of diairesis and stimulated by the division of the 
animals at Gen. 15:10. 

The division of the Logos-Cutter should not be viewed as a crude cre- 
ational mechanism. As Radice has shown, the Logos engages in a very 
complex process.! (1) It engages in actual division (Her. 133-40). (2) It 
engages in a secondary, equalising division (Her. 141-200). (3) Mediation 
(Her. 201-6) is followed by (4) the placing of the divided components 
(Her. 207-29) and finally (5) the non-division of noetic reality (Her. 230— 
6). This creation is part of a whole sequence of the ordered and proportional 
construction of subordinate structures. For example, the heavy cosmic sub- 
stance becomes separated into earth (dry) and water (wet), while the light 
forms air (cold) and fire (hot). Earth is divided into continents and islands, 
while water is drinkable and undrinkable. This reveals not just a continual 
division of cosmic substance, but a logical division that itself is responsible 
for cosmic structure.** 

In this sense, the Logos is a mediator, not just between the First Principle 
and the rest of creation, but an equaliser in terms of size (§§147-50; night 
and day, the equinoxes, both poles etc.) as well as in terms of proportion 
(§§152f; between the four elements in the cosmos or between the four 


6 Radice: 1989, 67 
© Radice: 1989, 70 presents a schema detailing the symmetrical structure inherent in this division by 


the Logos. 
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constituent factors, dry, wet, cold and hot, in Man). This can, naturally, 
be viewed as a development of the notion of creation as a transition from 
disorder to order expressed at Tim. 30a (cf: Her. 133) and unity based upon 
the harmony of proportions reflected at Tim. 31a—32a. To a great extent 
this notion of division is also echoed at Soph. 253d-e, in the distinction of 
different classes of things through the practice of dialectic. 

This structured approach to creation by division is a metaphysical neces- 
sity in Philo’s scheme. Although Philo does not recognise an atom, in the 
sense of a particle which cannot be further divided, he does recognise the 
absurdity of an infinite division on the part of the Logos. For this reason 
intellects and noetic reality are not divided by the Logos. Philo finds Bibli- 
cal justification for this approach in the comment on Abraham’s sacrifice at 
Gen. 15:10: ‘but the birds he did not divide’. I think that this is what Philo 
means when he states that the Logos ‘never ceases to divide, for when it has 
gone through all sensible objects down to the atoms and what are called 
indivisibles, it begins from them again to divide those things contemplated 
by reason into inexpressible and indescribable parts’ (Her. 26). By things 
contemplated by reason, Philo is not referring to the noetic realm, rather 
particles which although they may not be humanly divisible can still be 
reduced by the Logos. 

This system of creation is complemented by agricultural imagery at 
De Plantatione.** This is drawn from the notion of God as a cultivator 
at Rep. x.597c-d8. The cosmos can be considered like a living creature 
or farm which requires continual tending on the part of God. However, 
this image is not a model for an alternative type of creation, but only an 
alternative explanation of creation: it is still essentially an account detailing 
transition from disorder to order (eis Taft 2 &takias, Plant. 3). If the earth 
is composed of the heavier elements (water and earth) at the centre, and 
the lighter ones (water and fire) at the exterior, this leads to the question 
of how these elements do not neutralise one another through their close 
proximity.® This is the effect of the mediating presence of the Logos.°° 


% Radice: 1989, 75 

64 Plant. 2-3: O MEV TolvUY THY PUTOUPY AV LEY1OTOS Kal TH TEXVTV TEAELIOTATOS 6 THV GAwv TyENav 
€oTl, PUTOV SE AU Trepléxov Ev EXUTH TH Ev LEPEL PUTA GUO TrapuUUpia KabdtTEP KANMATIBAs EK LIES 
avaPAaotavovta pins 65€ 6 KOOUOS.. . 

‘The greatest of all cultivators and the most perfect in his craftsmanship is the ruler of the universe 
and his plant does not only consist within itself of individual plants, but rather myriads of them, 
shooting forth like vine-shoots from a single root, that is the cosmos’. 

Plant. 4-9 

Plant. 8:...oyos BE 6 &iS105 He0G Tot aiwviou TO dxupHTaTOV Kal BeBaidtatov EpEloya TAYV 
GAwv éoTiv. 


6 
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‘...and it is the eternal Logos of the eternal God, the most solid and the firmest support of the 
whole’. 
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The De Opificio Mundi is Philo’s most detailed account of creation. Essen- 
tially, this treatise can be viewed as attempting to rewrite the 7imaeus in 
terms of the cosmology of Genesis. Philo attempts to show how the original 
great cosmological account was compiled by Moses, superior to that of the 
philosophers, not only on account of its antiquity,°” but also because it 
was based upon divine revelation. Runia suggests that the philosophical (as 
opposed to thematic) influence of the Timaeus is weaker than that of other 
dialogues (such as the Republic, the Symposium and the Phaedrus).° This 
is evident from the system expounded here which does not envisage any 
role for the Platonic World-Soul. Part of this eclipse of the Timaeus may 
stem from Philo’s aversion to the use of myth when discussing God, which 
he shares with other Hellenistic-Jewish writers.°? Philo is also opposed 
to what he regards as a Chaldean view of the cosmos (cosmos-worship), 
which is also to be found in Platonists such as Numenius.”° 

The main problem which Philo faces is trying to reconcile temporal 
creatio ex nihilo with Greek philosophy which could not countenance such 
a position. At Gen. 3:9, it does not seem that Man has come into being 
from nothing: ‘for dust thou art, and into dust shalt thou return’ and again 
at Gen. 2: ‘And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground and 
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life.’ However, at 2Mace. 7:3 and 
7:8 creatio ex nihilo is envisaged; the majority of modern scholars interpret 
Gen. 1 as referring to creatio ex nihilo also.’' O'Neill argues that Philo 
believed in creatio ex nihilo based upon his comments at De Deo 7-8, 
where it is clear that God produces matter, all of which he transforms into 
the various elements.”* 


67 Tt is a well-known observation that in antiquity the older a belief, the greater the authority which 
it commanded. Cf Boys-Stones: 2001. 

Runia: 1986, 33 

Spec. 1.28-31 where Philo rejects the gods whom the makers of myth have deceived people with. Cf 
Aristobulus frg. 2, (10.2), Josephus Anz. 1.14. 

7° Abr. 69-70 XadSatiior yop... Thy dpathv ovioiav goguvuvoy THs dopatou Kal vornttis ov AaBdvTes 


68 
69 


Evvoiav, GAAG TI ev Exeivols TUE Siepeuv@uEvol ... Kal KATA THY Tdv OUpavicov IPOS TA ETTIyEIa 
OUUTABEIAV TOV KOoHOV AUTOV UTTEAGPov Eival Bedv, OUK EVayas TO YEVOUEVOV EEOUOIMOAVTES TH 
TETTOINKOTI. 


‘the Chaldeans magnified visible being and they did not consider what is unseen and intelligible, 

but in investigating the arrangment of numbers ... and the sympathy between heaven and earth, 

they assumed that the cosmos was a god and impiously assimilated what had been generated to the 

one who generated.’ 

O'Neill: 2002, 453 

7? O' Neill: 2002, 462, goes on to argue that creatio ex nihilo had already been established as a credal 
statement by the time of the New Testament. e.g. John 1:3 ‘All things were made by [the Logos] and 
without him was not even one of the things that exist made.’ 


7 
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Philo resolves this tension between creatio ex nihilo and Greek phi- 
losophy by putting forward a defence akin to that initially advanced by 
Speusippus and Xenocrates, that God generated (from eternity) the intel- 
ligible archetypes,”? which are the contents of His Intellect (Logos), which 
are then projected onto matter. This is atemporal ‘for we must think of 
God as doing all things simultaneously’.”* The sequence is a logical one, 
with heaven listed first because it ranks first in degree of excellence. Philo 
claims that on the first day the Kdcyos vorntés was created. Being allotted an 
entire day merely to create the intelligible world helps to stress a degree of 
separation from the visible cosmos (it seems that this is the underlying rea- 
son behind the semantic debate concerning the first day and day one). To 
a great extent, Philo is absolved from the necessity of presenting the mech- 
anism of God’s creative activity; merely His Will suffices (which cannot be 
understood by man). However, this does not prevent Philo from providing 
a detailed analysis in order to render this creative activity comprehensible 
to the faithful. 

It is no coincidence, however, that God should be said to have created 
the cosmos in six days. 


&€ 5é Tuepals SnuloupynPfivai pnoi Tov KOoPOV, OUK ETrE151) TIPODESETTO 
XPOVOV LTKOUS O TIO1Hv — Gua yap TravTa Spav eikos BEov, OU TPOOTAT- 
TovTa Ldvov AAG Kal SiavooupEevov —, GAA’ étre1S1) ToIs yivopévors 2Se1 
TaEEws. TAFE SE APIO Us OiKEIov, ApH SE PUTEWS VOUOIS YEVYTTIKMTA- 
Tos 6 £& 

He says that the cosmos was generated in six days, not because the maker 
required a duration of time — for it is reasonable that God did everything 
simultaneously, not only in commanding but also in intelligising, — but 
because order was necessary for the things being generated. Number is 
native to order and according to the laws of nature, six is the most generative 


number. (Opéf- 13). 


Moses’ indication that the cosmos was created in six days underpins 
the rational structure which underlies it. Philo draws upon Pythagorean 
numerology to illustrate that it is the first perfect number, since it is the 
product of its factors (I x 2 x 3 = 6), as well as their sum (1 + 2 +3 = 
6). It is also the sum of its half, its third and its sixth (3 + 2 +1=6).” It 
is a combination of the odd (3 was considered the first odd number) and 
the even (2), as well as of male (3) and female (2). In this way 6 indicates 
the bountiful nature of the cosmos, since the male and the female are nec- 
essary for its perpetuation. The fact that the world was created in six days 


7 Dillon: 2003a,10 = 7# Opifi13, 7 Opif. B 
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indicates its perfection and that it consists of all possibilities. Just as Plato 
does, Philo views the cosmos as a wondrous production emanating from 
God’s goodness.”° It is worth noting that the Judaic cosmogony is the only 
one in the ancient world which envisaged creation as taking place in six 
days. In this context, it is possible that comments such as that expressed at 
Theol. Arith. 50.8—10: ‘Because the perfection of the cosmos falls under the 
six, the excellence of the demiurgic god is rightly thought to be hexadic’, 
or indeed the Pseudo-Iamblichean tradition concerning the six may owe 
something to Philo. 

While the creation in six days is Judaic, the work processes of Philo’s 
divine creator are Platonic: 


TrpOAaBav yap 6 Beds ATE GEds STI UiNYA KAAdY OUK Gv TroTE YEVOITO Sixa 
KaAoU Trapadetyuatos ovSE T1 THV aiofyTav &vuTraitiov, 5 yt Eds K&pyXE- 
TUTOV Kal vontty iSéav atrelkovioGn, BouAnfels TOV SpaToV KOOHOV ToOU- 
Tovi Snploupyfjoa1 Tpoe€eTUTIOU TOV VvorTOV, Iva KYPAPEVOS AOM"ATA Kal 
GeoslSeoTaTw TapadelyUaT! TOV COMMATIKOV aTrEepyconTal, TpEcBUTEPOU 
VEOTEPOV ATIEIKOVIOUA, TOoaTA TreplegovTa aiofnTa yévn Soattep Ev 
Ekelvoo vonTa. 


For God, since he is God, anticipated that a beautiful copy would not come 
about without a beautiful model and that none of the sense-perceptible 
things would be blameless, if it was not modelled upon the archetypal 
and intelligible form and having decided to fabricate the invisible cos- 
mos beforehand, in order that he might employ it as an incorporeal 
paradigm, most similar to God, and bring to perfection the corporeal 
world, a younger representation of an older exemplar, which encompasses 
as many sense-perceptible kinds as there are intelligible kinds in the other 


cosmos. (Opif: 16). 


Even though it is a central tenet of Platonic philosophy that a noetic 
realm exists, Philo here regards it as something which his all-powerful 
creator cannot do without.”” Of course, the Demiurge’s dependence upon 


76 otreipel Hév OUV OUTOS, TO SE yévvTNA TO iBiov, 6 ZoTrEIpE, SwpEitar yevva yap 6 Beds OUSEV AUTH, 


Xpeios Ate Ov oUbEevds, Tavta SE TH AaBeiv Seopuevon. 


‘Therefore God sows, but what is generated, He gives as a gift, for God does not generate anything 
on his own account, for He does not require anything, but everything is for the sake of the one 
needing to receive it.’ Cher. 44 (cf. Leg. All. 111.143 Post. 4) 

77 Cf Opif. 19: T& TapaTAjoia St Kal Trepl Geo Sofactéov, os Gpa Thy uEyaAdtroA KTiCel 

Siavonfels Evevdnoe TIPSTEPOV TOs TUTTOUS aUTHs, EE Ov KdopOV vonTOV CUOTNOdHEVOS GTrETEAEL 
Kai Tov aioOhTov Tapadetywat KP@mUEVvOS EKEived. 
‘The opinion which we have concerning God must be of this kind, that is, having decided to found 
a great city, he first considered its general character, and having framed the noetic cosmos from 
this, he completed the sensible cosmos, using this outline as a model.’ This closely parallels the 
relationship of the Living Creature to the cosmos at Tim. 30a-d. 
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the noetic realm (as a model for the production of the world) is a feature 
commonly found within Platonism. It is noteworthy that Philo, as a Jewish 
philosopher, adopts this notion, since such a model is not found in Genesis 
(though the Torah in the rabbinic tradition is sometimes portrayed as 
God’s model). This illustrates that we really are discussing demiurgy here, 
as opposed to merely parallel speculations regarding the origin of the world. 
Furthermore, Philo does break away from the imagery frequently found in 
Platonism which assigns a specific location (supra- and sublunar) to each 
of the two realms. This leads Philo to introduce his famous comparison of 
the Demiurge with a king founding a city at Opif? 17. Once the king has 
decided upon construction, the architect mentally draws up the plans. The 
means by which he replicates this mental conception in the material realm 
echoes what the Demiurge accomplishes.”* The Logos, then, contains the 
noetic realm, as the mind of the Demiurge, but it is not true to state that 
it has a physical place.”? This is the world of Forms as God is actually 
engaged in creation, but as Philo considers God as continually engaging in 
the process of creation, no fine distinction need be made concerning this 
point.®° 

Philo blurs the distinction between the king and the architect. This may 
be an attempt to preserve God’s transcendence. Another reason may be 
that he did not wish to open speculation concerning an ontological chain 
of demiurgic intermediaries. It indicates that the function of Demiurge 
does not exhaust God’s being; it is only one of his roles. Philo drew a 
distinction between God as 6e6s and as KUptos.*' Secondly, Philo presents 
the architect as envisaging the future city mentally, when in point of fact he 


#8 Opif: 18: ei®’ ote év Knp@ th Eautod wuxf| tous Excdotov Se€dpyevos TUTrous KyaApaTopopet 

vonttyy TA, hs dvakivtioas Ta elSara uvyN Th cuugUTH Kal ToUs xapaKTipas éT1 HOAAOV 
évogpayloapevos, ola Snuloupyds cryabds, &troRAétrov eis TO TaPASeryya Thy eK AiBoov Kal EUAwV 
GpXeTal KATAGKEUACELV, EKAOT THY AoOWLATOV iSEdv TAS OWUATIKAS EEOMOIMV OvVOIAs. 
‘Then taking up in his own soul the impressions of each object, just as if in wax, he carries the 
noetic city as an image. Stirring up the images by means of his ingrained memory and stamping 
their features (in his soul) to a still greater extent, just like a good craftsman Demiurge, looking 
at the model, he begins to build from stone and wood, making sure that the corporeal substances 
correspond to each of the incorporeal Forms.’ 

7) Opif. 20 

BO Opif. 24: ... Tov vontov KdopOoV Elval f} FeoU Adyov 757 KoopOTTOIOUVTOS: OUSE yep A voNTH THAIS 

Etepdv Ti éotiv 7} 6 Tot &pyxITEKTOVOS Aoylopds Sq Thy [vont] TAI KTICeIv Siavooupevou. 

“...the noetic cosmos is simply the Logos of God as he is engaged in the process of making the 

cosmos; for the noetic city is nothing other than the architect’s calculation, as he is contemplating 

the foundation of the [noetic] city.’ 

Runia: 1986 discusses Philo’s notion of katéxpnors — misuse of language, usually applied in relation 

to God. Even though God is nameless, his powers may be used to address him. Cf Mut. 11-14; Mut. 

27-8; Post. 168; Somn. 1.229 and Aér. 120. Runia: 1986, 438 n. 165 supplies a full list of examples of 

Philo’s use of the concept of katéxpnors. 
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would use written plans. However, this would not suit Philo’s contention 
that the noetic realm does not occupy physical space. Philo’s Demiurge is 
upwardly mobile with this promotion to architect, perhaps in response to 
sniping comments passed by other philosophical groups.** 

The reason for creation is God’s beneficence. The explanation for the 
apparently uneven distribution of goods is that God confers them in pro- 
portion to the capacity of the recipient.*? Knowledge of God’s essence was 
not even granted to Moses: “You shall see what is behind me but my face 
you shall not see’ (Ex. 33:18-23). To know the otcia of God would place 
man on a par with God. 


GAN ov TIPds TO HEyEBOS EVEpyeTEI THV ExUTOU yapitwv—dtrEeptypagol yap 
OUTaL ye Kal &TEAEUTTOL —, TIPds BE TAS THv EVEPyeTOULEVWY SUVaUEIS: 
ou yap ws TreMUKEV O GEds EU TroIEiv, OUTwS Kal TO ylvOyEVOV EU TIKOYXELV, 
étrel TOU wév at Suvauers UTrEPBAAAOUOI, TO 8’ &ofevéoTtepoy Sv 7} Hote SEE- 
acai TO Heyebos aUTAV, &treitrev Gy, ef ut) SieueTPTOATO OTABENOaLEVOS 
EUAPHOOTWS EKAOTW TO ETTIPGAAOV. 

But He does not bestow good things in accordance with His own power of 
grace; for these are uncircumscribed and unlimited, but rather according to 
the capacities of those receiving the benefits; for what has been generated 
cannot receive benefits in proportion to God’s ability to bestow them, since 
His powers overflow and the one who receives is weaker and would fall short 
of their magnitude, if it were not that God measures them appropriately 
and harmoniously assigns to each its share. (Opif- 23) 


This is similar to the situation regarding matter, which has to partake 
of God’s goodness in order to sustain the weight of creation. Philo uses 
Plato’s argument that the cosmos can only be beautiful if the Demiurge 
follows an immutable model. There is an important distinction, however, 
between Philo’s ‘noetic cosmos’ and Plato’s Forms. Plato’s model seems 
only to consist of genera and species (but not the totality of creation, which 
appears to be the case with Philo). Although the question of the Forms 
has already been dealt with above, here I wish to revisit the relationship 
between the ideal world and the Demiurge. It is clear, given the image of 
the architect, that Philo’s Demiurge is actually involved in the design of 
the cosmos, though it is unclear whether this is the case with the Demiurge 
in the 7imaeus (most probably not, since the model is pre-existent). The 


82 For example the Epicurean at Cicero ND. 19 mockingly states ‘By what insight of the soul was your 
Plato able to imagine such a great process of craftsmanship, by means of which God constructed 
the world? What contrivances, what iron implements, what levers and cranes and what attendants 
were used for such great walls?’ 


3 Opif 23 
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image of the seal imprinting itself upon matter as upon wax introduced 
at §16 reinforces the image of matter as a passive recipient of the Forms, 
rather than as a principle in its own right. 

The theme of the inexhaustibility of God suggests that Philo envisaged 
divine infinitude. This is clearly not the case with the limited but well- 
intentioned Demiurge of the Timaeus or the god of Aristotle. Divine 
infinitude first emerges in developed form in Gregory of Nyssa, who was 
heavily influenced by Philo (though Plotinus would recognise the infinitude 
of divine potency).** This is related to the ‘overdose of being’ suggested at 
Spec. 1.43—4 in relation to Moses’ desire to see God.* 


The mechanism of creation 


Philo reserves the right to interpret the Biblical account of creation in a 
non-literal fashion. ‘Beginning’ does not have a temporal sense. His views 
at Opif. 26 are compatible with both creatio simultanea and creatio aeterna.*© 
In favour of creatio simultanea, one can point to §§7—12 which makes much 
better sense in terms of a simultaneous temporal beginning of the cosmos 
and of time itself. Secondly, at Aet. 14, Philo is opposed to a non-literal 
interpretive tradition of the Timaeus. As Radice comments, this type of 
creation is a necessary postulate in order to remove anthropomorphism 


from the image of God, as well as quashing the possibility of an idle 


84 For divine infinitude in Gregory of Nyssa, see CE 1.167-71. Kees-Geijon: 2005, 152 points out 
that in the Greek philosophical tradition infinity (which by its very nature is undetermined and 
therefore imperfect) is not predicated of the highest being. For further discussion on this topic, 
cf: Muhlenberg: 1966. 


8 xapiloucn 8 éya T& oiKeia TH ANWouéven ov yap dca Yo1 Sotval A&S10v Kal dvOpatre AaPetv 


Suvatov: Sbev dpéyw TH xapitos Ele Traoas doas Gv olds TE T] SEEaoVal Swpeds. Thy 8 eur 
KaTaANWiv ovX oClov a&vVOpwTrOU QUIS GAN’ OVS’ 6 GUUTIAS OUpavds Te Kal Kdo"OS SUVTCETAI 
Xopijoar. 

‘I graciously give what is in accordance with the one who receives. For not everything which I can 
give can be easily received by humanity. For this reason, I stretch forth my hand to the one worthy 
of grace with the gifts which he is able to receive. But neither the nature of mankind, not the whole 
heaven or cosmos is able to sustain the apprehension of me.’ 

Opif: 26: pnoi& cs ‘év apy fi Etroinoev 6 Beds TOV OUpavev Kal Thy YfV’; Thy dpxty TapadapBavoov- 
ovX os olovtai TivEs, Thy KaT& xpdvov: ypdvos yap OUK fv TPS KdcyOU, GAN’ 7 oUV atTa 
yéyovev f} pet adtov: étrel yap SidoTHa Tis TOU KdopOU KiVI}oEwS EoTIV 6 Ypdvos, TPOTEpA BE 
tot Kivoupévou Kivnois oUK av yévoito, GAN’ avayKaiov adtiy 7 Uotepov 7 Gua cuviotacba, 
avayKaiov &pa Kal Tov xpdvov 7 iotAiKa KdopOU yeyovéval 7 vewtepov éxeivou: TpecRUTEpOV 8° 
atropaiveoGor ToAUaY apiAdcogov. 


86 


“When he says “in the beginning God made the heaven and the earth”, He does not take “beginning”, 
as some people think, temporally. For before the cosmos there was no time, but it came into being 
either along with the cosmos or after it. For time is an extension of the cosmos’ movement, and no 
movement could come about before what moves but it must necessarily come about later or at the 
same time, and therefore it is necessary that time is either coeval with the cosmos or younger than 
it. To dare to state that it is older is contrary to philosophy.’ 


The mechanism of creation 63 


Demiurge.*” The whole reason for claiming that the world is actually 
created is largely to stress its complete dependence upon God (rather than 
determining a particular point of time at which it came to be).** Temporal 
creation would be unacceptable to Philo, since it would go against the 
immutability of God’s nature, so Philo resorts to the Platonic notion 
of the simultaneous commencement of time and the cosmos. God might 
continually have a demiurgic role to fulfil, but creation is also simultaneous 
‘for we must think of God as doing all things simultaneously’.*? 

The creation which God engages in throughout Opif. evokes the division 
of the Logos-Cutter delineated in Her. The primary division is between 
heaven and earth, followed by air and void and then water, spirit and light.”° 
A subsequent division between light and darkness produces day and night.”" 
Light and darkness appear to be physically confined to particular regions 
of the cosmos. By void here, Philo implies (following Plato and Aristotle) 
that the cosmos occupies all available physical space.» Philo opposes the 
Stoic notion of extra-cosmic void (to accommodate for fluctuations in 
the size of the cosmos) at Her. 228. The seven items listed in the initial 
creation include the four elements (heaven = fire). Void is the Platonic 
Receptacle; Philo clarifies that it is created by God, unlike Plato who leaves 
this point vague. Since the Forms and the void into which these Forms 
are instantiated are both created by God, matter must also be a product of 
God. Philo, however, does not actually explicitly identify the Receptacle 
with the void. 

God then creates the firmament, a situation which proves problematic 
for Philo since he is unable to reconcile his Hellenised cosmology with the 
Mosaic version. At Her. 283-4, Philo considers the nature of the material 
which forms the heavens: 


TH HEV COWMATIKA TATA, TO SE voEPOV Kal OUPdVIOV Tis WUXTs YEVvOS 
Trpos aifépa Tov KafapwTaTov ws TraTépa Api€eTaL. TEUTTTN yap, ws 
6 TOV apyaiwv Adyos, EoTW TIS OUCIA KUKAOPOPTTIKN, TOV TETTAPOV 
KATH TO KPEITTOV Biagpepouca, é€ 7s Of TE GoTEPES Kal 6 OUPTIAS OUPAVds 
f60ke yeyevijoGar, As Kat’ &kdAousov Getéov Kal Thy &vOpeotrivny wuxty 
a&trd0 Tropa.” 


These belong to the body, but the nature of the soul, which is noetic and 
celestial, will seek a father in the purest aether. For according to the account 
of the Ancients, there is a fifth substance, moving around in a circle, and 


87 Radice: 1989, 116 88 Runia: 1993, 134 

Opif: 13: Gua yap Tavta Spav eixos Pedv, oU TepooTaTTOVTA LOVvov GAAG Kal SiavooUuEvov... 

9° Opif. 29 * Opif.33 -% ~Cf Plant. 6-8, QE 2.68 

% &mdoTtaoya appears to be a Stoic term, occurring in Zeno (x3), Chrysippus and Epictetus, although 
it also occurs in Plutarch and Philo seven times (TLG). 
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differing on account of its superiority from the four, and they supposed that 
out of this, stars and the entire heaven had been generated and following on 
from this, it was concluded that the human soul was a piece torn off from it. 


Origen claimed that at the end of the world human souls would become 
aether; his position appears to be a more refined version of the one that Philo 
expresses here.°* Philo adopts the Aristotelian fifth element and asserts that 
it is the substance of which the heavens are composed. More interesting is 
his assertion that the soul is a fragment of heaven; this is a rather weaker 
form of the Gnostic view that the soul was a trapped fragment of the 
godhead. 

Again at Opif’ 36, Philo runs into difficulties in trying to make the 
Mosaic account compatible with a hellenised cosmology.”’ Philo cannot 
fit waters above and below the firmament into a hellenised version and so 
simply ignores this aspect of the Biblical account. There is no place for 
supracosmic waters, since this region is already occupied by the heavenly 
bodies. However, Philo mentions water subsequently (at Opif. 38) portray- 
ing it as a sort of cosmic ‘glue’ (kdAAa), which is able to bind together 
opposed elements. This is the nearest that Philo gets to positing moisture 
that lies beneath the cosmos. 

The Demiurge creates by apportioning everything in due measure. 
Philo’s description of the sweet water here, which has been separated from 
its salty counterpart and which goes on to form the sea, echoes this division 
of water into sweet and salty elsewhere (e.g. at Her. 136 or Somn. 1.18). The 
notion of the moisture retained by earth as a binding element was common 
in Greek philosophy e.g. Aristotle, Meteor. 4.4. 382b (citing Empedocles) or 
Plotinus, En. 11 1 [40] 6. It is, however, missing from Genesis. Philo draws 
upon Greek philosophy as a means of ‘modernising’ the Mosaic account. A 
similar parallel can be found at Deus 35-6, where cohesion (21s, the most 
basic kind of Stoic cohesion) is only one mechanism by which God holds 


94 None of this is particularly original. Heraclides of Pontus in the Old Academy had declared souls 
to be composed of aether, the substance of the stars, while Xenocrates also accepted aether as a fifth 
substance. 

% 6 uév ov GowpaTos Kdopos Sn Tépas Elyev iSpubeis Ev TH Dei Adyoo, 6 8 aiobnTds pds 

Tapaderyya TouTou éTEAeloyoveito. Kal TPdTov avTOU Tdv YEPdv, 6 St Kal TavTwV AploToV, 
ETroigl TOV OUPAVOV 6 SNULOUPYOs, Sv ETUUWS OTEPEWUA TPOOTYOPEVOEV ATE OWUATIKOV SvTAa: TO 
yap CHUA PUoE! OTEPEOV, STITTEP Kal TPIXT] SiaoTaTov: 
‘For the incorporeal cosmos had been formed and settled in the divine Logos, but the perceptible 
cosmos was being perfected according to the incorporeal model. And the Demiurge made the 
heaven, as the first of its parts, and the best of all, which He truly called the firmament, since it is a 
body. For body is solid by nature, since it is three-dimensional.’ 
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together the world. At Opif. 131, this moisture is vital for holding the earth 
together in the preliminary stages of creation, but becomes supplemented 
by the ‘unificatory spirit’. This could be the Logos, since Philo refers to it as 
‘the glue and the bond’ (Her. 188) or the ‘unbreakable bond of the universe’ 
(Plant. 9). 

The creation of plants and animals is treated at Opif. 42-3. God creates 
these merely by ordering it. Philo, in keeping with the Genesis account, 
posits the creation of animals prior to that of Man, rather than viewing it 
as a secondary creation to provide Man with what is necessary for survival. 
This later forces him to justify the location of the creation of Man in his 
account. 


6 pév St) Teootattel TH yf} Tata yevvijoar: f 8 Gotep ek TOAAOU KUO- 
gopotioa Kai @Sivouoa, TIKTEl Tous HEV TOS OTTAPTAV, Tdoas SE TAS 
SévSpoov, ét1 SE Kapa v apuottous iSéas. GAN’ ov Udvov Toav of KapTrol 
Tpogail Caors, GAAG Kal TapaoKEUal TIPds Ty Tv Ouolwv Gel yéveoiv, TAS 
OTTEPUATIKAS OUCIaS TrepIEXOVTES, Ev ais GSNAOI Kal dpaveis oi Adyol TV 
SAwy Eioi, STjAO1 Kal PavEepol ylvouEvol KaIpavV TrEP1OSoIs. 


He commanded the earth to generate these things and just as if it had been 
pregnant for a long time and was in labour, it gave birth to all sown plants, 
and to every sort of tree and to unspeakable types of fruit. But the fruit was 
not only food for living animals, but it was prepared for the continuous 
generation of its kind and it contained substances in the form of a seed, in 
which the invisible and unseen ordering principles of the whole living thing 
is found, and they become visible and manifest as the seasons progress. 


The earth appears to be like a machine which can just keep functioning once 
it has been installed without too much direct intervention by God. The 
spermatikoi logoi mentioned by Philo are a Stoic innovation. They regarded 
the seed as containing the generic pattern necessary for the continued 
reproduction of the organism, although it could not be seen and had 
to be logically inferred. Philo mentions this theory elsewhere at Leg. All. 
mr.tso and De Animalibus 20 and 96. 


9 rey yap COWUaTwV TO Uev EveSTIOATO E€E1, Ta SE QUOEI, TA SE uxt}, TA 5é AoyiKi] WuX?F). Aifov 
uév oUv Kal EvAwv, & 81 THs CUNQUIAs ATEOTIACTAI, SEoUOV KPaTaIOTAaTOV El EipydeTo: T BE 
éoti Trveya &vaotpégoy ég’ EauTd- &pyeTtar uév yap dd Tdv péowv etl TA Tépata Teiveobal, 
watioay 8 &kpas étipavetas dvaKduTTe TAAL, &XpIs &v etl Tov avTOV &qikNTaI TOTIOV, ap’ OU 
TO TIPATov wpunon: 

‘For He bound some of the bodies by means of cohesion, and others by the principle of growth, 
and still others by soul or rational soul. For in stones and in timber, which has been removed from 
its innate growth, he made cohesion an extremely powerful bond. For it is a spirit which returns to 
itself, since it begins to stretch from its centre to its boundaries and having touched the furthermost 
visible surface, it bends back again until it arrives back once more at the same place from which it 


first departed.’ 
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Philo invests a great deal of energy in attempting to expound the level of 
rational design which underpins the created world. The creation of heaven 
on the fourth day has considerable metaphysical significance, especially 
since it can be equated with the nature of the solid (Opi 49). It is this order 
which reveals the beauty inherent in creation. The importance of four in the 
Greek philosophical tradition is illustrated by the comment of Alexander of 
Aphrodisias (Comm. in. Met. 38.10—-16) that 81ka10oWvn (usually ‘justice’, 
but here probably ‘fairness’) could be found in numbers, and four was the 
first number equal to the multiplication of itself.°” Therefore, four can be 
identified with equality (as it was by the Pythagoreans) and, by extension, 
it indicates the fair distribution God engaged in during creation. Philo 
mentions the mathematical properties of the four at Opif. 51, and although 
he does not explicitly identify it with Sixa1ocUvn, the tradition seems to 
have been too well known for him not to have been conscious of it when 
he introduced it in this context. At §89-128, this numerical symbolism is 
expanded further, when Philo begins to discuss the merits of the number 
seven. At §97, he comments that it represents the right-angled triangle that 
is the épx7 (‘starting-point’) of the (Timaean) universe. The significance 
of the number seven is stressed by the fact that it ‘neither begets nor 
is begotten’ ($100). Philo means that seven is a prime number which is 
incapable of generating any philosophically important number. 

There are seven zones of heaven ($112). The “Aptos the most important 
constellation for navigation, is composed of seven stars (§114). Like six, 
seven contains the universe because it is composed of three (irregularity) 
and four (disorder) ($97). There are seven parts of the visible body and 
seven viscera (§118). There are seven parts of the head and seven entrances 
and exits from the body (§119; an allusion to Tim. 75d). This is somewhat 
expedient, though, since the mouth is the source of three: entrance for 
food and drink and the exit for words. Following the Timaeus, there are 
seven motions. The Latin word for seven, septem, is etymologised by Philo 
as a derivation of oguvds (reverend) and oeBaopds (reverence). 

This is a combination of Philo’s attempt to illustrate rational design 
in the cosmos, along with the importance of the number seven in Jewish 
culture. Plato glimpsed the truth in assessing numerical importance, but 
Philo utilises Judaic ‘wisdom-figures’ in addition to Plato’s Pythagorean 
ones. Seven is important because it symbolises the Logos of God.” As 
Runia notes, although Philo introduces the tétros of the rational order of 
creation, this remains subordinate to the theme of God’s beneficence.”? For 


97 Runia: 1986, 194 98 Dillon: 1977, 160 99 Runia: 1986, 199 
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example, at Opif. 53, he introduces the Timaean motif of the creation of 
the heavenly bodies in order to encourage mankind to engage in the study 
of philosophy. 

On day five, Philo alters the Biblical version of the creation of land 
animals, ignoring the division into two days. He prefers to allocate day six 
to the creation of the cosmos in its entirety, rather than to completion of the 
creation of land animals. It is not immediately apparent what would remain 
for God to create on day six, since everything by this stage would appear to 
have already approached completion. Runia regards Philo’s anthropocentric 
emphasis as responsible for this alteration, since it allows him to set the 
human creation apart from that of other land animals.'°° It is worth noting 
that Philo regards animals as having been designed to fit the environment 
in which they live and the first generation enters the world at the period 
of reproductive maturity. 

His creational sequence has a different structure to Plato’s, which is one 
of continual ontological descent (Young Gods, humans, creatures of the 
sky, land and finally sea). Philo is very vague concerning the actual beings 
created on the fifth and sixth days. At QG 1.19, he responds to the difficulty 
concerning the double creation of days five and six. He is unwilling to 
commit himself (his response begins with ‘perhaps’), but proposes that 
during the preceding six days, only incorporeal, generic images (iSéc1) of 
animals were created, and on the final day, the sensible likeness is produced. 


The creation of man 


Man, as he is physically created, is inferior to the blueprint from which he 
has been made. Man is made not ‘in the image of God’, but after this image. 
The similarity which man shares with God is not one of the body, since 
God should not be envisaged as adopting a physical form.’ Rather, the 
notion that man is made in the ‘image of God’ means that he is modelled 
on the mind or intellect of God.’ It is unclear what sort of creation Philo 
regards as taking place. Is man created in one fell swoop, or is only the 
intellect created and then inserted from outside (similar to the insertion 
of the soul into the heavenly bodies posited later by Origen)? This double 
creation would parallel that posited by Philo in the case of animals. Most 
probably, the difficulty in understanding Philo’s account stems from the 
source text, with the double account of creation at Gen. 1:26—7 and again 
at 2:7. 


700 Runia: 1986, 211 '! Opif. 69 102 Her, 231 
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Philo considers the question of why God did not make man on his own at 
Opif. 72. The problem is introduced by the Septuagint passage ‘Let us make 
man (troijowyev &vGpwrrov)’.'°? Evidently, God does not actually require 
help to create man. He has, after all, already single-handedly constructed 
the entire cosmos. Philo solves this problem by pointing out that there are 
three categories of created beings (§73): plants and animals which partake 
neither of goodness or evil, other creatures, such as the heavenly beings, 
which are good only, and humanity, which possesses a mixed nature. On 
account of this, it is not completely appropriate that God should make 
man. 

This differs from the generation of man in the Timaeus. There is some 
similarity with Tim. 42d where the Demiurge does not produce man 
single-handedly because otherwise man would be immortal, and because 
the Demiurge does not wish to be responsible for man’s immorality. How- 
ever, the Platonic Demiurge profits from the opportunity to announce his 
retirement (Tim. 42e5—-6). God, on the other hand, calls upon unnamed 
assistants, but does not sub-contract the task. Plato’s Demiurge is only 
responsible for the rational soul, while the irrational soul and the body are 
produced by the Young Gods. In Philo, there is no clear division of labour. 
Indeed, God could conceivably play a role in the creation of the human 
body, though Winston argues that God is not responsible for anything 
corporeal.'°* 

Yet God (through the agency of his Logos) still creates the mortal genera 
of the fifth and sixth days and he is responsible for the human body at 
Gen. 2:7. If it is not beneath God’s dignity to create animals, then there 
is no reason why He might not create the human body. (Philo’s statement 
concerning morality appears unsatisfactory, since God can claim complete 
credit for a lower order of life, but only partial praise for a higher one, 
although this is a highly ‘speciesist’ argument.) Philo does not go into 
graphic detail of which body part was created by which entity, as can be 
found in certain Gnostic texts. From the context, though, it would not be 
forcing the issue to conclude that the element in man which is capable of 
engaging in evil activities cannot be the product of God. The assistants of 
the 7imaeus are the planetary gods; in Philo they are unnamed. There is 
no reason for assuming that Philo is following Plato here. I think it more 


3 étroprele 8 &v Tis OUK A116 OKOTTON, Ti StroTte Ti &vOpeatrou Hdvou yéveow ovy Evi Snuloupye 
Kabdtrep TaAAG &vébnKEV, GAN’ Ooavel TAsioolv- 
‘Tt would not fall short of the target to consider the problem of why he only assigned Man’s 


generation not to a single Demiurge, as for the other creatures, but as if to a multitude of creators.’ 
to4 Cf. Spec. 1.329. Winston: 1973 and 1974-5. 
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likely that Philo envisages the angels as helpers, in keeping with rabbinic 
teaching.'°> 

This part of Philo’s account of the creation of man has encouraged many 
scholars to read proto-Gnostic tendencies into Philo’s work. For example, 
Fossum thought that attributing a portion of the creation of the human 
body to angels indicates that they are a source of evil.'°° It is true that the 
actual human co-created by God and the angels is inferior to the archetypal 
one envisaged by God himself, but it is important to note that this is a part 
of the divine plan, not the result of some sort of conspiracy on the part 
of the angels. Unfortunately, God’s reason for not realising the superior 
design (the provision of something which can be blamed for the morally 
incorrect choices which humans engage in) does not seem to be particularly 
praiseworthy.'”” 

Philo provides a detailed outline of the creation of earthly man: 


weTa SE TATE Mow Sti ‘EtrAaceEv 6 Feds Tov AvOpwtrov yoUv AaPov ard 
This yijs, Kal évequonoev eis TO TPdOWTIOV aUTOU Trvot Cots’ (Gen. 2:7). 
EvapyeoTATa Kal Sik TOUTOU TTaploTHOlV STI Siapopa Traypeyéons €oT! TOU 
Te vuv TAaoBevTos avOpaTroU Kai ToU KATa TI Eikova Feot yeyovoTos 
TpOTEpOV: 6 HEV yap SiaTIAaobeEls aioONTOs TSN WETEXWV TOIOTNTOS, EK 
OHUATOS Kal WuUXTis CUVEOTOS, AvP 7) yuVN, PUoE! BvNTOS: 6 SE KATH TH 
eikdva iSéa Tis 7} yévos 7} ogpayis, vorntds, &opatos, OUT’ &ppev ovTE 
8iiAu, apbaptos puoel. 


He says that after this ‘God moulded a human taking mud from the earth 
and He breathed the breath of life into his face’ (Gen. 2: 7). By this, he 
illustrates most clearly that there is an immense difference between the 
human moulded at this stage and the one previously generated in the image 
of God. For the one who has been moulded as sense-perceptible, shares in 
quality and has been composed of body and soul, is man or woman, and 
is mortal by nature. But the one produced according to the image is a sort 
of idea or genus or seal; it is apprehended by intellect and is without body, 
neither male or female, by nature immortal. (Opif- 134). 


*°5 There is a Judaeo—Christian association of the angels with the planets, seen in the belief 
in seven archangels, a view related to the fact that there were seven known planets at the 


time. 
106 Runia: 1986, 238. Cf. Fossum: 1982. 
07 Opif. 75:... va tois pév &veTIAHTTOIS BouAais Te Kai TPaEEoW avOPaTIOU KaTOPFotVTOS éTrI- 


yeagntai beds 6 TavTOV hyEevov, Tais 8 évavtiais ETEPOI THY UTNKOwv: E51 yap dvaitiov eivar 
Kako Tov TraTépa Tois éxydvois: KaKov 8 # KaKia Kal ai KaTe KaKiav évépyelon. 

“... whenever a person acts correctly and in an irreproachable manner in judgements and in actions, 
this can be ascribed to God, the director of all, but opposite acts result from others subordinate to 
him. For the Father is necessarily blameless for the evil in his offspring, and viciousness and acts 
accomplished in accordance with unrighteousness are evil ...’ 
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God is portrayed as the one actually doing the moulding, while no mention 
is made of the extent of the angelic contribution. The distinction here is not 
between a rational and irrational component in man, but rather between 
the archetype and the prototype. At Conf. 179, Philo avoids interpreting 
this collaboration in terms of the production of parts of the soul, although 
at Fug. 69, he regards God as responsible for creating the rational part, 
while the powers make the (presumably irrational) subordinate part. Conf: 
171-4 also mentions three possible collaborators with God; his powers, the 
heavenly bodies or the angels. 

Philo lists four possible explanations for mankind’s late creation. The 
first is that all the necessities of life might already be available (Opif- 76-8). 
Secondly, an ethical lesson is provided, since when Man is in a state of 
innocence, there is an abundance of food. It is only once he falls from this 
state that he has to engage in agriculture (Opif’ 79-81). The third reason 
is that creation is framed by the construction of heaven and of the human 
being, who can be viewed as a miniature heaven. The final reason is that 
Man is the king of creation and his sudden appearance at the final moment 
might overawe the beasts. For Philo, the entire cosmos has been created 
principally for the benefit of humanity (for example, he even suggests 
that the heavenly bodies were created earlier than mankind, so that they 
would be available for mankind to contemplate when it was created). In 
this respect, he resembles Origen. Even though they accept the Hellenic 
superiority of the heavenly beings, Philo refers to the heavenly gods as God’s 
éxyovo1, although here he is only following Plato’s lead at Tim. 41a—42d, 
but they still both regard the heavenly bodies as being created primarily in 
order to serve humanity. 

Philo digresses into an excursus on the hebdomad at Opif 89-128, pro- 
vided with this opportunity by his account of the seventh day of creation. 
In fact, here again Philo diverges from the Biblical account. God does not 
create the world in seven days, but in six (and rests on the seventh, Gen. 
2:2-3), a situation ignored by Philo here (though not at Leg. All. 1.5—7, 
16).'°° Instead, Philo posits the peculiar notion of the birthday of the cos- 
mos, which is inspired by Gen. 2:3 (God blesses the cosmos) and which 
may be unique to him." The Hebrew Bible differs from the Septuagint, 
since at Gen. 2:2, it indicates that God only finished creating on the seventh 
day. As Runia notes, the Samaritan Pentateuch, /ubilees 2.16, Vetus Latina 


108 Runia: 1986, 257 

*09 The concept of a seven day week was unique to Judaism at this period and was only officially 
instituted by the Emperor Constantine in 321 aD, though the third-century writer Censorinus 
composed a text concerning time entitled On the Birthday. 
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and the Peshitta have the same reading as the Septuagint.'° This passage is 
parallel to the Demiurge’s retirement at Tim. 42e when he appears to abdi- 
cate responsibility to the Young Gods. At Leg. All. 1.5-7, Philo comments 
that Moses does not use tauoato (middle voice) which would imply that 
God is the one who rests, but Katétraucev @ t\pEaTo (active voice): ‘He 
caused to rest those (creatures) which He had begun.” The seventh day 
was given as a day of rest by God to His creatures, not something that He 
required Himself. Philo is influenced by the Aristotelian view that God 
can engage in endless activity and complete his tasks effortlessly. It is this 
ceaseless but effortless évépyeia that is God’s rest. Philo believes that while 
God’s creatorship does not exhaust His being, it is continuous. 

At Opif. 135, there is no mention of the anonymous collaborators assisting 
in the creation of the soul: 


tot 8 aioOntot Kai él ugpous &vOpatrou Thy KaTaoKEUT\ oUvGeToV Eivat 
grow &k TE yewdous ovolas Kal TvewuaTos BElou: yeyevijoFal yap TO 
vEv OBua, xoUv Tou Texvitou AaBovtos kal yopgny avOpeatTtivny é avtod 
SiaTrAdoavtos, Thy Sé wuxXty at ovSevds yevntot 16 tapdtrav, &AN’ ék 
TOU TATPOs Kal THyEHOVvos THY TaVTWV: 6 yap Evequonoe, OUSEV Tv ETEPOV 
7) Tvetpa Geiov &11d Tis pakapias Kal eUSaivtovos PUGEWS EKelvs ATrOIKiaV 
Thy évOdSe oterduevov ett aercia To yévous dy, iv’ ei Kai OvnTdov 
€OTL KATA Tv Opattyy yEpisa, KaTa youv Thy ddpatov &8avaTifntat. 

He says that the sense-perceptible and differentiated human is constructed 
out of earthly substance and divine spirit; for the body was generated when 
the Craftsman took mud and shaped the human form from it, but the 
soul was formed not from something that had been generated, but from 
the Father and leader of all things. For he breathed in nothing other than 
the divine breath, having moved its abode from that happy and prosperous 
nature in order to benefit our species, so that if its visible part is mortal, at 
least the part which is unseen might be made immortal. 


Here again Philo is vague concerning the details of distribution of labour 
between God and his powers in the creation of the soul. Philo also breaks 
with Plato’s account, since it is evident that God plays a role in the creation 
of the human body, unlike the Demiurge of the Timaeus. Philo posits 
a dual creation; rather like the situation he envisages with the universe 
as a whole; hardly surprising given his Platonic conviction that Man is a 
miniature cosmos. This ‘double creation’ had a long career in the Platonic 
‘underworld’.'’* For example, the Hermetic Poimandres (12-15) recounts 
the creation first of Essential Man, before that of ordinary man. There 


© Runia: 1986, 267 ™ trans. Runia: 1986, 257 ™- Dillon: 1977, 176 
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are five main differences between the human created at this point and the 
one created earlier. One is created after the image of God (Gen. 1:27), the 
other is moulded (Gen. 2:7). The archetypal human is an object of thought 
while the other is an object of sense-perception. The first evidently is an 
archetype as one of the Forms, while the second is an instantiation of the 
Form. The archetypal human is without sexual differentiation. Obviously, 
this is not the case for its younger counterpart. The archetype is immortal, 
while the later human, as a compound of body and soul, has only been 
allotted a certain lifespan." Whatever significance this set of contrasts may 
have meant to Philo, he does not elaborate. 

Another difficulty with interpreting this passage is identifying how many 
humans Philo envisages here. Some scholars posit a distinction between a 
‘plasmatic’ human at 134 and a ‘pneumatic’ one at 135. For example, Baer 
posited three separate entities: generic heavenly man (the man after the 
image), generic earthly man (the man moulded at 134) and the first empir- 
ical man (emerges at 135).""* Radice identifies only two figures; ‘plasmatic’ 
man who is the sense-perceptible counterpart of the heavenly archetype 
and ‘pneumatic’ man, who is the individualisation of the generic Form."” 
Philo addresses this issue at QG 4, where he draws a distinction between 
sense-perceptible (‘moulded’) man and incorporeal man, made after the 
image and a copy of the original seal, which he identifies with the Logos. 

God is said to have inbreathed trvetiuc (135). The word trvetua which 
Philo uses is a more scientific term than trvof}. In Stoicism, tvetua was 
the active divine principle which played a role in the structuring of matter 
and for Aristotle, it was a substance which allowed the soul to act upon the 
body. It really is not a technical Platonic term at all. (When it is used in 
Platonic circles, it is usually as a result of external influence.) Origen picked 
up on this distinction at Hom. Gen. 1.13, where he claims that the human 
made after the image is not corporeal, since the shape of the body does not 


"3 This comes out in the context of man’s composite nature at Her. 282-3: kabdtrep yop dvdpaTa Kal 
PTATA Kal Ta AOyou LEPT TAVTA OUVEOTIKE HEV EK TOV THs YPALUMATIKTs OTOIXElwV, AVOAUETAL 
Se WdAww eis EoxaTa Exeiva, TOV AUTOV TpdTIOV EKaOTOS THMV cuyKpibels Ek TOV TETTaPwV 
Kai Bavelodyevos ag’ ExkoTNSs OUCIAS LIKPa HdpIA, Ka WploLEvas TrEPIOSOUS KaIPAY EKTivEl TO 
Saveiov, ei pév T1 Enpov ein, dtroS1S0us yf}, ei Fé T1 Uypdv, USaTi, ci SE puXpdv, cép, ei 8 EvGeppov, 
Tupi. 
‘For in the same way that nouns and verbs and all parts of speech composed of the grammatical 
element once again are dissolved into the most primary of these, in the same way each of us is 
compounded of the four primary elements and borrows a small portion of the substance from 
each one, and he pays this debt back in full at the end of the revolutions of time, that part of him 
that is dry, he returns to earth, what is wet to water, what is cold to air and what is warm to fire.’ 

"4 Baer: 1970, especially Ch. 2 "5 Radice: 1989 
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contain the image of God, and the human is described as moulded, not 
made. 

The soul enters man as a result of this inbreathing. However, at Gig. 
6-18, in the case of subsequent generations, souls (which Philo identifies 
with the angels of Moses and the daimones of the philosophers) can chose to 
either remain in heaven, become sanctified and assist God in his governing 
of men, or to descend. Of these, the philosophers finally learn to release 
themselves from bodily concerns."° 

The original human being was superior to subsequent generations."” 
Philo supplies three reasons: (1) materialistic: since the earth had just been 
newly separated from the sea, the material used to create man was the 
purest possible. (2) teleological (Opi. 137): God would not have taken the 
first piece of earth that came to hand, but would have located the best 
part ‘taking from pure matter the purest and utmost refined part which 
was especially suited for the construction’."* (3) theological (Opif. 138): 
Philo regards this reason as being the most important. God constructed 
the first man with the most perfect proportions, so that everything should 
form a symmetrical and harmonious whole. The soul is also excellent, 
since it is modelled on the divine Logos (Opif: 139). Subsequent generations 
are inferior, not in the Gnostic sense of having become corrupted by the 
Archons, but rather because a copy of a copy will always be inferior. 

Philo makes this point explicitly at QG 2.62. The Father of the universe 
does not serve as the model for anything mortal; it is the Second God, 
whom Philo equates with the Logos. Philo’s mention of a Second God, of 
course, evokes the Numenian Second God, since the First God in both 
cases remains absolutely transcendent. Furthermore, the Second God Philo 
mentions here seems to have a demiurgic function, since it is the creator 
of the rational element in the human soul. It is quite rare in Philo to find 
an explicit declaration of which particular component of humankind was 
created by which power, but it seems that the rational part of the soul must 
have been created by a power, rather than the Father. When God says ‘let 
us make man’, the exhortation would be most obviously addressed to the 
Logos. 


u6 This certainly has connotations of a fall: éxeivon 8 dotrep eis TOTAPOV TO OGpa KaTaBaoor ToTt 
Mev UTTO CUPLOU Sivns Bio1loTaTNs apTAcPEioal KaTETTOBNOAY, TrOTE 5E TIPOS THY Popa avTIOKXEIV 
SuvnBeion TO Lev TIPASTOV dvevt§avto, eita Sev Spunoay, éxeioe TAA AveTTTNOAVv. 
‘Those who descend, into the body, just as if into a river, are snatched away at times and gulped 
down by the suction of an extremely violent eddy, but when they are able to resist the stream, at 
first they swim upwards, and then they fly back up to that place from which they set out.’ (Gig. 
13-14). 

"7 Opif. 136 u8 trans. Runia 
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Philo proceeds to describe the creation of women. Following the Mosaic 
account leads to a more logical sequence than that of the Timaeus, since 
both sexes are present in the first generation. At Opéf. 151, Philo points 
out that man would have resembled God more closely, if it had not been 
for the subsequent ‘moulding’ of woman. However, at Opif’ 152, Philo, 
using the imagery of Aristophanes’ speech at Sym. 191a—-193, adopts a more 
balanced stance, recognising the value of procreation for the perpetuation 
of the species." 

Philo differs from most of the other traditions studied, which tend 
to view mankind as capable of living an immoral life without the help 
of women, as must have been the case with some members of the first 
generation of Plato’s Timaeus. Woman is not responsible for the fall of souls 
in Origen, although the fall of Man in the Poimandres or the error of Sophia 
in the Gnostic tradition would seem to be caused by female error. The 
female responsibility for the fall of man in Philo appears disproportionate 
in view of the Mosaic account he is following, where it is the serpent 
who is the cause of all the trouble ($157). For Philo, the serpent represents 
pleasure: he is sunk prone on his belly, consumes earth with his food and 
by nature he destroys those whom he has bitten. 

The creation of woman is based on Gen 2:21-5, but from this point on, 
Philo strays away from the Biblical account of creation. In fact, he engages 
in an excursus upon the moral decline of mankind. Interestingly, he makes 
no attempt to explain the creation of woman from Adam’s rib (he never 
actually mentions Adam by name in Opif.), although he allegorises the 
serpent. Philo believes that the creation of woman from the side of man is 
an indication that she is inferior in both age and in honour to him.'*° He 
also views it as a sign that man is bound to protect woman since she is a 
necessary part of him, but that she is bound to serve him as a whole. 

Philo’s main problem regarding the creation of woman appears to be that 
once she is created, man can no longer imitate God’s solitary existence.” 
Clearly, this is not a particularly persuasive argument, but it does recall the 


M9... Epws 8 Ettiyevouevos Kabdtrep Evds Caoou SiTTS TUNHOTA SieoTHKOTA cUvayayo Eis TAUTOV 


GPYOTTETAL, TOfOV EvISPUCGHEVOS EKATEPW THis TPOS FaTEpOV KOIVwVias Eis THY TOU OYOiOU 
yéveow: 6 88 Td0s OUTOS Kal Thy TOV COpdTOV HSoviy éyévynoey, Hris otiv 4SiKNUaTOV Kal 
TrApavopnyudtoyv &pxt), Sr fv UTAaAAdTTovTa Toy BvNTOV Kal KaKoSaivova Biov avT’ &Bavatou 
Kal eUSaipovos. 


‘And the love which results is exactly like drawing together two separate parts of a living being and 
joining them together, and in this way sets in place in each desire for sexual intercourse for the 
other with the aim of generating what is similar to them. This desire, however, resulted in bodily 
pleasure, which is the origin of unjust and illegal behavior and for this reason they trade a life of 
immortal bliss for a mortal and miserable one.’ 


120 QG 27 121 Opif. 143-4 
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stress Plato lays on the importance of a single cosmos, which can therefore 
imitate its model more closely at Tim. 30c—31b. Philo is so hostile to woman 
since he views her as particularly liable to temptation, and through her, 
man is also tempted to yield to pleasure.'** He propounds this view because 
he regards mind as corresponding to man and the senses to woman, and it is 
the senses which are first to succumb to pleasure. Philo regards this schema 
as applying to all of humanity; in the context of his moral allegory, Adam 
and Eve represent respectively archetypal male and female characteristics. 
Soul, as a female element, is influenced to a greater extent by the physical 
than the male element (mind). In concluding his account, Philo compares 
demiurgy to a political system, attacking polytheism, since he views it 
as a form of divine ochlocracy.’> At Opif. 171, he argues that since God 
would only create something like himself, He must have only created one 
cosmos. Clearly, in light of Philo’s comments concerning the creation of 
man, this would seem to be a particularly weak argument, since despite the 
similarity between man and God, God still created multiple humans. In 
keeping with the Timaeus, Philo argues that God’s beneficence is adequate 
guarantee that he would never allow the cosmos to be destroyed. 

Reproduction occurs at Tim. 91a—d, but Philo does not deal with this 
aspect subsequent to the creation of man at Opif: Parents are the mortal 
counterparts of the Young Gods of Tim. 41c, e4 and 42d4. They imitate 
God by creating something new. Like the Young Gods, they receive the 
immortal part ‘from outside’ (Opif’ 6, Her. 184) and only ‘mimic God in 
framing life’ (@v T& CooottAaoteiv, Decal. 120). The Demiurge’s speech is 
equated to God’s exhortation on reproduction at Gen. 1:11-13, 20-3, 28-30. 
Parents as ‘visible Gods’ (Decal.120) are accessory causes of creation, while 
God is the true cause. 


Matter 


The question of Philo’s views on the status of matter is an interesting one; 
according to Philo it cannot be regarded as a principle in its own right.’** 


2 Opif. 165 "3 Opif. 171 

4 Cf Opif: 8: Mauotis 52... Eyve 1, ST1 dvayKordTatoy éoti év Tois oUG1 TS HEV Elvan SpacTtp 
lov aitiov, TO Sé TabNTOV, Kai STI TO HEV BPaoTTplov 6 Tdv SAwv volts EoTIV EIAIKPIVEOTATOS Kal 
AKPAIPVEOTATOS, KPEITTOOV 7) ApETT) Kal KpEiT Toy 7 ETOTHUN Kal KpElTToYV 7 AUTO TO Gyabdv Kal 
AUTO TO KAAGY: TO SE TAOnTOV GyuyXov kal dkivyTov é EauTOU ... 
‘Moses ... realised that it was most necessary amongst the things that exist that there is an active 
cause and a passive counterpart and that the active cause is the mind of the all, most pure and 
unmixed, beyond excellence and knowledge and the Good and Beautiful itself, but that which is 
passive is without soul and has no motion from itself...’ 
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Philo is not influenced solely by Platonism; Opif 8-9 is important in 
terms of illustrating Philo’s debt to the Stoa, which attributes everything 
to God (though naturally Philo as a pious Jew would subscribe to this 
view). Philo also uses Stoic terminology, even referring to matter as TO 
tadntov, emphasising its lack of causality.'** He tends to use terms which 
emphasise matter’s passivity: &yop@os (shapeless),*° though at the same 
time mentioning its disorder; it is dveiSeos (formless) at Mut. 135, and 
&oxnpatiotos (figureless) at Som. II.45.'°7 

Matter is defined negatively through the use of alpha-privatives (&tax- 
tos, &trolos, &wuxXos, Opif 22). It lacks the positive characteristics of 
the Platonic Receptacle (ox jouxiav &yov GAAG KivoUMEVOV TANLUEADS, 
Tim. 30a). Philo’s characterisation of matter as &wuyos contrasts with the 
Middle Platonist tradition which based its view on Tim. 30a.’* Philonic 
matter lacks disorderly motion, although it does contain potentiality, an 
Aristotelian feature (Suvapévn S& TavTa yiveoSar). Matter is capable of 
‘changing for the best’, though this is due to God allowing it to share in 
his nature.'*? At Opif: 8-9, Moses recognises that reality consists both of 
TO Spaotipiov aitiov (Vous) and To Tra@tytov. Philo adopts the Timaean 
account, but he is not in favour of the level of dualism often found in 
Platonism, since this would place God and matter on the same level. 

One problem here is whether Philo regarded God as creating matter. 
Philo does not explicitly say that God made the world out of nothing. Since 
this would be a new concept to Greek philosophy, one might be forgiven 
for expecting him to. Philo faces two problems if he is going to suggest that 
God created matter. Firstly, if God is the source of order, He would hardly 
create matter that is disorderly and then order it.°° Secondly, it would 
imply that God is responsible for evil, explained by Philo’s predecessors 
as due to the recalcitrance of matter. Philo emphasises the material (2& 
ot) aspect of the Timaean Receptacle, without really accounting for the 
spatial (év 6) aspect, and that seems to be responsible for some of the 
difficulty in the interpretation. The Receptacle in which creation takes 
place is not identical to the matter ‘out of which’ creation takes place At 
Somn. 1.76, the implication is that matter is created (oU Snuloupyds LOvov 
GAAG Kal KTIOTHs, not only the Demiurge [of matter] but its maker), a 
view strengthened by the declaration that matter is a ‘perfect substance’, 
but this is contradicted by other passages (Opif 9, QG 1.55, Somn. 11.45, 
Spec. 1.329). 


5 Opif. 8-9 26 Her. 140, Spec. 1.328 me Wolfson: 1968, 309 
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Philo explains that God calculated the precise quantity of matter required 
for creation, since even a human craftsman is able to work out the amount 
of material which he requires for a given task.'' This draws upon Plato’s 
assertion that all matter was used up in the act of creation. 


Tlepi S€ TOU Toot Ti\s OUCIas, Ei SN yEyovev SvTOs, EKEIVO AEKTEOV. EOTO- 
XaoaTo TPs TH To KdopOU yévEeotv 6 Oeds adTapKEoTaTHs BANS os ETT 
évSéo1 und UtrEepRaAAOL. Kalyap &toTrOV Ty Tos HEV KATH Epos TEXViTaXS, 
OTTOTE TI STMlOUPYoOIEV, Kal UdALOTA TV TOAUTEAGY, TO Ev VAIS AUTAPKES 
otabunoacta, Tov & d&pibyols Kal yétTpA Kal Tas év TOUTOIS iodTHTAS 
a&veupnkoTta ut) ppovtical Tot ikavow. AgEo Sh yeTa Trapenoias, ST: OUT 
EAATTOVOS OUTE TIAElovos OUOIas E5E1 TH KOO TIPOS KATAOKEUTI, ETTEL OUK 
&v éyéveto TEAEIOS, OVS’ Ev HOI TOIs NEPEGIY OASKANpos: EU SE SeSNLoOupyN- 
WEvos Ek TEAEiags OUVOIAS ATETEAEDON: TaVOdpoU yap THY TEXVTWV 1B10V, TrpiVv 
&pEaobal Tivos KaTAOKEUTS, TH ikavtyy iSeiv VAnv. 

It is necessary to say the following concerning the quantity of substance, if 
this was really created: God had regard for the adequate amount of matter 
for the creation of the world so that the quantity should neither be lacking 
nor excessive. For it would be out of place that craftsmen, when they are 
constructing something and most especially something expensive, allow for 
a sufficient amount of material, but that the one who invented numbers 
and measures and the equality in them did not consider what was sufficient. 
I will say openly that there was no need of either more or less substance 
for the construction of the world, since otherwise it would not have been 
perfect or complete with regard to all of its parts. But it was brought to 
completion, having been well-constructed from a perfect substance. For it 
is proper for one who is most clever to see that the material is sufficient, 
before he begins to construct anything. (Prov. 11-15) 


Philo here is responding to the argument that if God created the world, 
why did He use a given quantity of matter and only four elements. Perhaps 
Philo is here conceding for the purposes of argument that God may not 
have created matter, but that this would not prevent it from being ruled 
or ordered by divine Providence.” (This would of course differ from the 
approach of Origen who regards matter as unsuitable to be ordered by 
divine Providence, if it has not been created by divine wisdom.) 

The term that Philo uses for matter here is oUoia, rather than bAn. Zeller 
views this as indicative that Philo has adopted a more Stoic view of matter, 
regarding it as identical to body.’* This does not really help matters, since 
Plato did believe in a material substratum; it is just that he did not use the 
term ovota to refer to matter. For Plato, phenomena cling to ovoia, rather 
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than that they are composed of ovoia. I do not think that Philo’s adoption 
of this term can be interpreted as a Stoicising move. 


De Aeternitate Mundi 


One must proceed with caution when using De Aeternitate Mundi as a core 
text for analysing some of Philo’s views. There has been some dispute as 
to its authenticity. It is not mentioned in Eusebius’ list of Philo’s works, 
although it has always been included in the corpus Philonicum. It expresses 
viewpoints that would prove problematic if attributed to Philo. He is 
usually hostile to the view that the world is uncreated and indestructible: 
a thesis that this work appears to propound. It contains other curiosities, 
such as breaking away from Philo’s usual practice of citing the doctrines 
of Greek philosophers anonymously. Here the author mentions them by 
name. The second half of the De Aeternitate Mundi contradicts Philo’s 
belief in God’s creation of the cosmos. The treatise also appears incomplete 
or at least seems to require a sequel. 

Scholars have been divided over the work’s authenticity. Bernays (1863, 
1876, 1882) viewed the work as unPhilonic, while Cumont (1891) asserted 
that linguistically the treatise was unmistakably Philonic.* He concluded 
that the De Aeternitate Mundi was an early work, while Bousset (1915) 
claimed that it was a school exercise.’ The treatise may, in fact, have 
other parallels. De Plantatione, an adaption of a Greek philosophical trea- 
tise, dealing with the drunkenness of Noah at Gen. 9:20-1, has a similar 
structure. It consists of an introduction recounting the main opinions held 
on the issue, a section containing arguments in favour of the proposition 
and the third section arguing against the proposition. Another parallel is 
Concerning which is more Useful: Water or Fire from the corpus of Plutarch’s 
Moralia, which exhibits this structure also. 

Runia argues that De Aeternitate Mundi, like these other two works, is 
a Béors/ quaestio infinita."° What makes Aet. difficult to interpret is that it 
discusses the merits of three viewpoints, not two ($7). The cosmos is either 
ungenerated and indestructible, generated and destructible or generated 
and indestructible. The second position was propounded by Democritus 
and Epicurus and by the Stoics (§8—9). For Philo, the Stoic doctrine is 
on a higher level than that of the mechanistic atomists. They, at least, 
regard God as the creator of the cosmos. Their ekpyrosis is followed by 
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rebirth, which indicates belief in Divine Providence, although Philo does 
not suggest that God is responsible for ekpyrosis. 

At §§83—4, Philo, like Boethus of Sidon, asks what God is doing during 
the period of ekpyrosis, when it is the Stoics themselves who claim that 
he is in perpetual activity. Philo regards ekpyrosis as illogical. If the uni- 
verse is resolved into fire, nothing will remain from which to reconstruct 
the universe (§§85—-8). Earlier Stoics may have regarded God as the fire 
destroying the universe at ekpyrosis, but for Philo this would be blasphe- 
mous. Ekpyrosis is contrary to belief in equality of reciprocation of the 
elements (§§107—12)."*” 

For Philo, Aristotle is superior to the Stoics since he appreciated the 
order of the cosmos. In advocating the second proposal, that the cosmos 
is yévytos Kai &pbaptos, Philo draws heavily upon Tim. 41a7—b6. Plato 
reached a higher level of truth than Aristotle, since he recognised that the 
cosmos is not autonomous, but was created due to God’s goodness. Plato 
also recognised that the cosmos is not eternal in an absolute sense, but it 
gains its eternity from God’s will. At §14, Philo expresses his preference for 
the literal interpretation of the Timaeus. §17 even goes so far as to assert that 
Hesiod is the father of Plato’s doctrine. This is not because Philo wishes to 
denigrate Plato; rather, in antiquity, the older a belief, the more reputable 
it was.”° Plato’s doctrine is therefore portrayed not as a radical innovation, 
but rather as an aspect of the truth which was imbued with the authority 
of even older thinkers. 

At §19, Philo ascends to the highest level by dealing with the views of 
Moses. This introduces the motif of the ‘theft of the philosophers’, a com- 
mon Jewish apologetic device. The doctrine that the cosmos is generated 
and indestructible ultimately came from Moses and this in turn ensures its 
accuracy. This also helps to explain why it appears that part of the @éo15 
is missing. Philo, instead of developing two positions as is standard in a 
§éo1s, expounds three, refuting the first with the second and the second 
with the third.” 

Philo makes the debt he owes to the Timaeus clear at the outset of De 
Aeternitate Mundi. He invokes God in a manner reminiscent of Tim. 27¢, 
where Timaeus invokes the gods before speaking on such a great matter as 
whether the cosmos is created or uncreated. At §25 Philo quotes Tim. 32c 
and §38 quotes Zim. 33c concerning the autarchy of the earth. But not all 
of Philo’s use of the Timaeus is to be commended. His version at §74 of the 
description of the intestinal tract at Tim. 73a is particularly unfortunate. 
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His use at Aet. 146-50 of the myth of the periodic destructions of human 
populations, described at Laws 111.676 and Tim. 22a, is merely superficial, 
although this may be composed under the influence of Stoic ekpyrosis and 
the Jewish dies irae. Overall, De Aeternitate Mundi reveals more about the 
intellectual environment in which the author was working than it does 
about Philo’s conception of the Demiurge. 


Conclusion 


Philo’s vision of the Demiurge is undoubtedly a complex one, leading him 
to adopt nuanced or highly-qualified positions on a number of issues. His 
independence of mind (to a large extent due to his Jewish background, 
which would render some of the assumptions of Greek philosophy unpalat- 
able to him) has led to difficulties in attempting to classify him. On the 
creation of the world, his view is, in general terms, that of Genesis, though 
a Genesis illuminated more by the Demiurge of Plato’s Timaeus and the 
questions of Middle Platonism than those of Jewish wisdom. 

This is illustrated by his investigation into the origin of the world. He 
mentions three possibilities: the Aristotelian position (the world is uncre- 
ated and indestructible),'4° the Stoic (the world is created and destructible, 
but this world is only one of a series)'*' and the ‘Platonic one (created and 
not destructible)."** The Aristotelian notion of uncreatedness is rejected 
(what does it leave for God to do?),' although Philo only challenges 
the grounds for Aristotelian cosmic indestructibility (a corollary of its 
uncreatedness).'*+ Philo rejects the Stoic position (Aet. 20-51) in favour of 
the Platonic one (Aetz. 19). 

Although Philo follows the Biblical account of creation, he draws heavily 
upon demiurgic imagery. He most frequently refers to God as Snuloupyés, 
TEXVITNS, TOINTHs, KOoMOTIAGOTNS, Or uses a compound with TAdoow. 
God is frequently portrayed as engaged in demiurgic activity: he divides 
(Her. 133-43), shapes and sculpts (Her. 156, Prov. 2.48-50) and builds 
(Cher. 126-7).'* Philo upgrades the demiurgic imagery by portraying 
God as an architect. This is related to his social upgrading of the term 
Snuioupy6s, referring to its meaning as a magistrate in certain Greek states 
(Somn. 11.187). More importantly, this alteration of God from craftsman to 
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architect is related to the difference between the Philonic and Platonic con- 
ceptions of the Demiurge. Since for Philo, the Forms are the thoughts of 
God, He designs the pattern that He brings to creation, rather than follow- 
ing independently existing Forms, like the Platonic Demiurge. However, 
although Philo refers to God as both a Demiurge and a Creator (xtiotns), 
this does not seem to necessarily imply that God created matter, rather 
that He created the noetic realm. 

However, the notion of a Demiurge is only one model of creation and 
Philo regards others as compatible. This is chiefly due to his notion that his 
exegesis or indeed any particular exegesis cannot do justice to the richness 
of Scripture or explain it fully. God is also a planter (putoupyés, Conf. 
196). Indeed, so important is this model of creation in Philo that Radice in 
Platonismo e Creationismo devotes a whole chapter to it. This agricultural 
model of creation is related to the creation of plants and trees in the De 
Opificio Mundi. They are created at the period of sexual maturity, not just 
that everything might be ready in advance of the coming of Man, but more 
importantly as a visible symbol that all fertility is attributable to God as 
primary cause. The biological image of creation is also drawn upon. God is 
the Parent (yevvntis, Spec. 1.209), Father (tattp, Opif 74) and also Cause 
(aitios, Somn. 1.147). This paternal notion enters Philo from Scripture.'*° 
God’s intercourse with Sophia (His Wisdom and daughter, rather than the 
youngest Aeon) produces His younger son; the visible cosmos.'*” 

The co-existence of these various creational mechanisms is complemen- 
tary; there is no contradiction between a demiurgic God and one who is 
actually the parent of what He creates. Indeed, Wolfson notes that one 
cannot draw a distinction between Philo’s use of the terms ‘Creator’ or 
‘Craftsman’, pointing out that certain medieval Jewish philosophers see no 
contradiction between the Biblical account of creation and a pre-existent, 
uncreated matter.'*® This makes a definitive statement on Philo’s views on 
a creatio ex nihilo difficult. Still, it would seem that Philo does envisage 
God as a ‘creator’, rather than a Demiurge, since He does create the noetic 
realm, rather than merely using a pre-existent model. 

Finally, the concept of the Logos-Cutter is Philo’s major contribution 
to metaphysical speculations concerning creation. The Logos that Philo 
envisages appears to incorporate numerous functions, from being a tool 
used by God to produce the world to His cup-bearer (figuratively speaking). 


These multitudinous functions might seem at first glance to indicate the 
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lack ofa coherent concept. However, this can be viewed as a direct corollary, 
both of the multiple models of creational and demiurgic activity to be 
found in Philo, as well as the breadth of functions attributed to the Logos 
by Scripture, where it is viewed as a mechanism for creating or governing 
the world as well as facilitating prophecy. This allowed Philo to use it in 
order to refer to the demiurgic mind, rather than using the term vows. 
Philo possesses an elaborate concept of demiurgy, in spite of, or perhaps 
because of, being a Platonising expositor rather than a Platonist, due to his 
self-appointed mission to do justice to the richness of scriptural thought. It 
is this very complexity which not only makes it difficult to categorise him 
in terms of philosophical allegiance, but coupled with his chronological 
position at the advent of Middle Platonism, can make him appear as the 
protogenitor of multiple intellectual traditions. 


CHAPTER 4 


Plutarch and the Demiurge of Egyptian mythology 


Introduction 


Even if Plutarch cannot be regarded as a significant original philosopher, he 
merits consideration for the evidence he provides on the development of 
Middle Platonism.' Plutarch’s philosophical ceuvre is essentially Platonist, 
even if influenced by Peripateticism and by (a reaction against) Stoicism. 
Unfortunately for our purposes, No. 66 in the Catalogue of Lamprias, 
Tlepi tot yeyovévan kat& TAdtwva tov Kdoyuov, has not survived. This 
leaves De Animae Procreatione in Timaeo, and Quaestiones Platonicae as the 
only extant exegetical works of Plutarch. In his surviving corpus, Plutarch 
quotes or refers to Plato in 650 passages, most frequently the Timaeus. 
In Quaestiones Platonicae, Questions 11, Iv, vit and vit deal with sections 
of the Timaeus, with the interpretations of Questions 11 and Iv being 
expanded in De Animae Procreatione.* It is the loss of many of Plutarch’s 
technical treatises that leads Kenny to warn against attempts to extrapolate 
a theological system from the surviving sections of the Moralia? (Kenny 
laments in particular the loss of No. 67 in the Catalogue of Lamprias, 
“Where are the Forms?’) 

Another work of relevance is De Iside et Osiride, in which Plutarch 
represents the Isis and Osiris myth as a demiurgic account. In this sense, it is 
related both to the myth of the Demiurge in the 7zmaeus and the Valentinan 
myth of Sophia. In recounting the myth of Isis and Osiris, the philosophical 
doctrines are expounded, at times, in a confusing manner, as various details 
of the myth have to be included. One might compare Plutarch’s situation 
to that of Philo, who also has to deal with a creative religious myth (that 
of the Pentateuch). There is, however, an important distinction between 
the cases. Plutarch was under no compulsion to use this myth in order to 
expound philosophy; he does so, because it evidently interests him, and he 
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presumably viewed it as containing philosophical truth (to some degree). 
Philo attempts to expound another generational account, the Pentateuch, 
in philosophical language; as a pious Jew, it represents the core of his belief 
and he could not simply ignore it, as Plutarch could with the Isis myth. 
Plutarch’s work fits within the context of an increasing interest in cross- 
cultural projects amongst first and second century philosophers; Cornutus’ 
Theologia Graeca also investigated the philosophical truth behind the Isis 
and Osiris myth.* 

It is important to remember that Plutarch as an exegete works on the 
assumption that Plato’s works express parts of the same system (as opposed 
to a ‘developmental’ theory) and that passages and specific phraseology 
in Plato should be taken literally.’ Therefore, his attempts to manipulate 
the text, an allegation made by Cherniss,° can also be regarded as render- 
ing certain passages in terms consistent with what Plato states elsewhere. 
Plutarch takes the demiurgic myth literally, as opposed to attempts by oth- 
ers within Platonism (such as Xenocrates) to deconstruct the myth to its 
constituent activities. Certain aspects of the myth are particularly impor- 
tant, especially the concept that the Demiurge is not in any way responsible 
for evil. Plutarch draws distinctions between the Demiurge and the First 
Principle in the De side et Osiride, where immanent Osiris can be seen as 
approximating a Logos-type figure (ironic in terms of Plutarch’s opposition 
to the Stoics). In the history of the demiurgic concept, Plutarch represents 
(unlike the other philosophers I consider) less an attempt to develop it, 
than to resolve some of the problems bequeathed by Plato. 


Plutarch’s religious development 


Plutarch is typical of the Middle Platonist movement, according to which 
the goal of life is assimilation to God, rather than to nature. For Anti- 
ochus of Ascalon, the Supreme Good was represented not just by virtue, 
but also the primary needs of nature, in the absence of which (he felt) 
virtue itself could not exist. By the time of Eudorus, the téAos has come 
to mean assimilation to God, with virtue alone considered important.” 
This is the justification for Plutarch’s attempts to understand the essence 
of God and becomes apparent from De Sera 550dff:, where the great- 
est blessing which Man can derive is to imitate God’s goodness, which 
he can observe in the order of the cosmos. Plutarch’s later works were 
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viewed by nineteenth-century German academics as a return to his youth- 
ful scepticism.* Plutarch’s religious ideas are also characterised by his reac- 
tion against Stoicism, by his dualism and by his Pythagorean leanings. His 
Neopythagoreanism is apparent from De Esu Carnium where he proposes 
the doctrine that animals contain reincarnated human souls as a deter- 
rent against eating flesh. In De Sollertia Animalium, his father, Autobulus, 
speaks in defence of Pythagoreanism, and from Quaestiones Convivales 1.2 
(615d—619d), concerning a family dispute, it appears that Plutarch was 
ideologically closer to his father than to his brothers. De E apud Delphos 
attests to Plutarch’s early interest in Pythagorean number theory. Ziegler 
proposed that his Pythagorean sympathies were inherited from his father, 
while Dillon argues that he was influenced by a Pythagoreanised Platonism 
imported by his teacher, Ammonius, from Alexandria. 

For Dillon, Plutarch is ‘orthodox’, as exhibited by Ammonius’ speech (De 
E 391e-394¢), De Iside and Osiris and De Genio Socratis, whereby Plutarch’s 
view that the téAos of life was assimilation to God can be viewed as the 
culmination of Middle Platonic thought, post-Eudorus.? Certain scholars 
(such as Dérrie) viewed Plutarch’s doctrines as a departure from their own 
conception of Schulplatonismus; specifically the idea that God created the 
soul as part of himself and out of himself (Quaestiones Platonicae toogb-—c), 
which vitiates the role of three principles (God, Forms, Matter), though the 
Dreiprinzipienlehre is more a popular doxographical doctrine than a litmus 
test of Platonic orthodoxy.'° Dérrie further objects to Plutarch’s positing 
of God as paradeigma (De Sera 550d), to his placing of God among the 
Intelligibles (Quaestiones Platonicae t002b) and the posthumous ascent of 
the soul, which separates the psyche and the nous (De Facie 944e). 

In reaction to Dérrie’s view, De Sera ssod only serves to strengthen 
Dillon’s position, since it emphasises the téAos as assimilation to God. 
Furthermore, God is the paradigm of tw&vta KoA& in Plato’s Theaet. 176e. 
At Rep. x.613a-b, human arete is described as assimilation (§0yoiwors) to 
God. Plutarch also avoids use of the terms 16 KaAdv and 16 &ya6dv, which 
would explicitly locate Plato’s main Forms in God. Instead he prefers to use 
plurals. He does, however, identify God with the Form of the Good and 
Beautiful (De Facie 944e), an identification which emerges very early on in 
Platonism. In fact, on a literal level, Plutarch maintained the distinction 
between the Forms, vots and the Demiurge and resisted the prevailing 
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intellectual trend to unite these elements. Admittedly, at certain times, 
Plutarch fuses God and the Forms." In this sense, it seems that Plutarch 
may be closer to the true Platonic interpretation than many other ‘orthodox’ 
Platonists. 


The Demiurge and the Forms 


As R. M. Jones commented ‘Plutarch usually treats the Forms and God 
as independent entities and never calls the Forms the thoughts of God.’ 
Jones points out that this misinterpretation of Plato’s thought already 
existed by the time of the Didaskalikos of Alcinous (Ch. 9.1): 


Form considered in reference to God is his intellection, in reference to us 
the first object of thought, in reference to matter, the measure, in relation to 
the sensible cosmos, the model, and with reference to itself, essence... For 
if God is a mind (vots) or has a mind (voépov), he has thoughts and these 
are eternal and unchanging. 


However, the notion can certainly be found in Philo of Alexandria, 
although he was probably not the inventor, but may have borrowed the 
concept from Eudorus of Alexandria, and the original idea may go back 
to Plato’s pupils, in particular Xenocrates. It seems that this interpretation 
may have crept into Platonic thought under the influence of the Aris- 
totelian concept that God only engages in thought and he himself is the 
object of his own thought along with the vontov. 

The same can also be posited for one of Plutarch’s other great ‘heresies’ 
against ‘orthodox’ Platonism; his positing of temporal world-generation. 
Some scholars, such as Whittaker, have suggested that Plato, in fact, 
believed in a literal creation of the world in the Timaeus, but that, influ- 
enced by Aristotle’s criticisms, Platonists such as Xenocrates reinterpreted 
the more embarrassing passages in favour of atemporal creation.’+ In this 
case, it would seem that Plutarch is closer to Plato’s original thought, 
although he is frequently criticised for attempting to distort Plato’s words 
in order to enlist the philosopher's support for his own ideas. In De Facie, it 
is apparent that the Demiurge and the Forms are not identical. The Forms 
are the paradigm which he imitates (1023d). At 1026e—f, Plutarch adapts 
the Statesman myth, postulating that at certain periods the world is rolled 
backward by the World-Soul and that by contemplating the intelligible 
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principles, it reapprehends them. The Intelligibles are therefore not just 
abstract concepts, but the principles which underpin visible reality. 


Plutarch’s response to Stoic physics 


Amongst the Middle Platonists, Plutarch in particular displays a height- 
ened level of bitter hostility to the Stoics, although at the same time his 
metaphysical views are influenced by his reaction against this philosophi- 
cal school. One might expect Plutarch to adopt an open-minded attitude 
towards the Stoa. He is, after all, an ‘intellectual magpie’, to borrow Dil- 
lon’s phrase. His De Iside et Osiride can be seen as a cross-cultural project, 
reading the Egyptian myth of Isis and Osiris in terms of Plato’s Timaeus. 
Although Plutarch feels that Platonic philosophy attained greater clarity 
than Egyptian wisdom, this does not mean that the Platonists have a 
monopoly on the truth. Such tolerant pluralism is absent from Plutarch’s 
attitude to the Stoics, however. Unfortunately, in this regard, six out of the 
nine polemics against the Stoics mentioned by the Lamprias Catalogue are 
no longer extant: Against Chrysippus on Justice, Against the Stoics on Com- 
mon Experience, Selections and Refutations of Stoics and Epicureans, Reasons 
Why the Stoics Vacillate, Against Chrysippus on the First Consequent and 
Against the Stoics on What is in our Control. This leaves just On Stoic Self- 
Contradictions, Against the Stoics on Common Conceptions and a cuvowis of 
That the Stoics Talk More Paradoxically than the Poets. 

As Hershbell notes, since the nineteenth century, Plutarch’s interaction 
with the Stoics has been read in three different ways: as a determined 
opponent, as an eclectic borrowing from both the Stoa and the Academy, 
or as a Stoic despite his own better judgement.” To understand Plutarch’s 
relationship with the Stoa, it is necessary to consider the influence of 
Stoic concepts of world-generation upon Platonism. Although the initial 
interpretative controversy regarding the Timaeus had been between the 
Platonists and the Aristotelians, by the first to third centuries, however, 
Platonist speculations on the issue were heavily influenced by Stoic physics. 
For example, the Stoics identify two principles: God and matter, as opposed 
to the original Platonic three of God or the Demiurge, matter and Forms." 


*S Hershbell: 1992, 3342 

6 This is illustrated by Diogenes Laertius’ exposition of their position: ‘According to them there are 
two principles of everything: that which acts and that which is acted upon. The passive one is 
matter, the essence which is without qualitiy, and the active is the divine /ogos. For being eternal, it 
fabricates each individual through all of the matter. This position is advanced by Zeno of Citium 
in On Substance, by Cleanthes in On the Atoms, by Chrysippus towards the end of the first book of 
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The Middle Platonists also argue for two principles, using the same 
terms, God and matter, to denote them, creating this reduction in 
the original three elements through using the claim that the Forms are 
the thoughts of God. These principles are represented differently in the 
more dualistic of the Middle Platonists than amongst their Stoic counter- 
parts. Whereas the Stoics regard matter as completely passive, the Middle 
Platonists see it as recalcitrant. It might appear that the Middle Platonists 
are modifying their position under Stoic influence. However, it is possible 
to see a trace of a two-principle theory in the Timaeus. David Sedley has 
suggested this doctrine goes back to the fashion in the Old Academy for 
regarding the Monad and the Indefinite Dyad as the original two principles 
of Plato’s unwritten teaching, although perhaps the notion of the world as 
the result of the collaboration of two principles is more forcefully expressed 
in the Timaeus as a result of the tension between Reason and Necessity. 

The Stoic conception of God differs in a very important respect from 
the Platonic one. The Stoic active principle or god is all-pervasive and 
is therefore present in all matter. Zeno and Chrysippus identified the 
substance of god with ‘the whole cosmos and the heaven’ (DL 7.148 = F 
20 E-K), a position in which they were followed by the first century Bc 
Stoic, Posidonius.'7 A second passage from Aétius elaborates this concept 
of god with a triple identification of god with productive fire, pneuma and 
the cosmos: 


The Stoics declare that god is (1) crafting fire, which proceeds method- 
ically to the generation of the cosmos and encompasses all the /ogoi sper- 
matikoi, according to which everything happens in accordance with fate and 
(2) pneuma, pervading the whole cosmos, taking names as it partakes in 
alternation throughout all of the matter in which it is divided and (3) the 
cosmos and the stars and the earth are gods and the mind is the highest of 
all in the aether. [Aétius 1.7.33 (Stob. 1.129b, Euseb. Praep. Ev. 14.16.19)] 


Stoic theology, then, as is the case with the Platonists, is intrinsically 
bound up with their cosmology which, despite divergences from Platonism 
on major metaphysical issues, exhibits the influences of the Timaeus, in 
so far as both regard God as a benevolent Demiurge, both envision the 


the Physics, Archedemus in On the Elements and Poseidonius in the second book of Physical Theory. 
They say that principles differ from elements: for principles are ungenerated and indestructible, 
and the elements perish during ekpyrosis, but principles are incorporeal and shapeless, while the 
elements have form.’ [DL 7.134 = F 5 E-K] 

7 ‘Poseidonius [said that God is] an intelligent and fiery spirit; it does not have a form, but transforms 
into what it wishes and joins itself to all things.’ [Aétius plac.1.7.19 p. 301 sq. Diels (Stob. 1.1.29b) 
= F 1o1E-K] 
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cosmos as a living entity comprising soul and body, and both have a 
notion of two metaphysical principles, though this latter point is more 
evident in interpretations of the Timaeus than in the dialogue itself, even 
if Plato draws an active—passive distinction at Theaet.157a—b, Soph. 247d- 
e and Phil. 26b-27b."* While the Epicureans are traditionally considered 
the marginalised group amongst the ancient philosophical schools with 
their atheistic viewpoints, attracting the united opposition of the Stoics, 
Peripatetics and the Platonists, this masks the fact that Stoic theology 
could in certain respects be considered every bit as reprehensible and 
could, and did, serve as the target of combined attacks from the other 
philosophical groups, as the following text from the late second/third- 
century AD Peripatetic commentator, Alexander of Aphrodisias, makes 
clear: 


How is it not unworthy of divinity to state that god pervades the entirety of 
the matter which underlies all things and stays in it, whatever sort of nature 
it has, and has as his chief duty the continuous generation and forming 
of anything that can be generated from it and to make god the Demiurge 
of worms and mosquitos, just like some modeller of small figures, who 
devotes himself to mud and makes all things which can be produced from 
it? (Alexander, De Mixtione p. 226, 24-9 = SVF 2.1048) 


Alexander outlines several of the challenges typically levelled at the Stoics. 
There are two grounds on which the Stoic conception of God is typically 
criticised. The first is the notion of his industriousness: the idea that he 
is continually concerned with even the most minor matters, the idea that 
he was a craftsman of grubs and gnats: a position which was especially 
attacked by the Epicureans and the Platonists."” 

However, the Stoics are particularly attacked by the Platonists on another 
major issue. The Stoic account of world-generation, like the version of the 
Timaeus, posits a temporal production on the part of God: ‘and being 
by himself in the beginning, [God] transformed all substance through air 
into water’ (SVF 1.102 = DL 7.136) and again ‘the cosmos is generated 
when substance is transformed from fire through air into moisture’ (SVF 
1.102 = DL 7.142). The Stoics use the language and imagery of Plato’s 
Timaeus in referring to God in his capacity as generator of the sensible 
realm as a Demiurge: God produces “everything throughout all matter like 
a craftsman (Snuwioupyeiv)’ (SVF 493 = DL 7.134). However, in contrast 
to the transcendent Demiurge of Platonism, the Stoic god is immanent 


8 Salles: 2009, 3 2 Cf. Maximus of Tyre’s attitude at Orat. 13.2.43-7, quoted below. 
y! q 


go Plutarch and the Demiurge of Egyptian mythology 


(as discussed in Chapter 1), and works on matter from within, a major 
point of divergence with the Platonists. 

The Stoics reject material monism, but they are not quite dualists either. 
The Stoics justify this claim of an immanent generating god through 
the appeal to biological imagery. Though the most famous image of the 
Timaeus associated with world-generation is the technological one, that 
of God as a craftsman, the dialogue also relies on a biological image. 
The world at 30b is, after all, a living being and the Receptacle, the 
space in which world-generation takes place and which, under Aristotelian 
influence, becomes equated with matter, is described as a ‘mother’. 

Although the Stoics draw on this technological language, their usage 
of it is no more than metaphorical. The Stoics reject the technological 
image of Plato’s Timaeus. They reject too crude a comparison between 
God and a craftsman. Artistic products, they claim, do not come to be 
in the same way as the things of nature. The image which they prefer to 
use is the biological one. God’s working on the cosmos could be more 
accurately compared to the activity of semen. Just as the semen can work 
from within an organism to influence its development in accordance with 
the information it contains, so too god works from inside matter. 

This influence of the Timaeus should not come as a surprise. Zeno 
studied at the Academy where the Timaeus played a prominent role in a 
Platonic education. Stoicism can be viewed originally as an attempt to mod- 
ernise Socratic thought and early Stoics even went by the title ‘Socratics’.*° 
This allows us to consider the Stoic rejection of the technological image, 
the rejection of the use of the Forms as a paradigm and the avoidance of 
mathematical terms to express the rational underpinning of the cosmos as 
a rejection of the Pythagorean elements of Plato’s cosmology in favour of 
its Socratic features.” 

The Stoics, like the Platonists and Aristotelians, draw a distinction 
between the heavens and the sublunar world. The following distinction 
between a world of order and one of chaos, expressed by the Stoic, Balbus, 
would not appear out of character if expressed by a Platonist: 


Therefore in the heavens there is neither chance nor accidence nor error 
nor absence of purpose, but on the contrary the order of everything, truth, 
reason and immutability and whatever lacks these and is false, erroneous 
and full of error, belongs to the area around the earth and below the moon, 
which is the last of all (the celestial bodies) and to the earth. (Cicero, ND 
11.56) 


2° Dorandi: 1982. * Cf Sedley: 2007, 209 
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Such comments make perfect sense in a Platonist context, though on 
the surface appear rather more difficult to justify when placed in the 
mouth of a Stoic. The Stoics after all, regard god as active in all matter. 
Possibly this could be read as a defence of Stoic theology composed as a 
reaction to Platonism, accepting the Platonic hierarchy of the universe. 
This is indicated also by DL 7.138-9, which points out that god is active 
throughout the universe, but has a greater presence in the aether or heaven, 
which functions as the command centre of the universe. God regulates 
the universe from heaven, acting on matter just as soul on body. Once 
again the technological image of the Timaeus, God acting on matter like a 
craftsman, is rejected in favour of the biological one. 

In his anti-Stoic writings, Plutarch’s strong dualistic tendencies may be 
observed coming into conflict with the monistic causality of the Stoics. In 
De Stoicorum Repugnantiis, Plutarch sets out to undermine Stoic thinkers, 
particularly Chrysippus, his main method of attack being, as the title sug- 
gests, to point out what he perceives as the gross inconsistencies in their 
philosophy. Plutarch tries to show that Chrysippus was the sort of man 
‘who says absolutely anything that may come into his head’ (1047b). The 
reason for Plutarch’s concentrated attack on Chrysippus is no doubt the 
status which he held within the Stoic school; he was one of the princi- 
pal authorities amongst the Stoics and, according to Epictetus, education 
meant knowledge of the older Stoics.** 

At §30, Plutarch attacks Chrysippus on his doctrine of ‘promoted indif- 
ferents’, items such as health, status and material possessions which are 
beneath virtue to concern itself with. These ‘promoted indifferents’ are 
shown not to be good, since they can be put to evil use. Virtue alone is 
beneficial, though it is bestowed not by god, but is the object of free choice. 
This means that god cannot benefit man in the only matter that counts 
(1048d). For Plutarch, this has the effect of making the Stoic god essen- 
tially powerless. While this criticism appears to be in the realm of ethics, 
the Stoics intrinsically link ethics and metaphysics, due to their equation of 
God and Providence. Chrysippus also argues for the notion of the divine 
choice of the best (§ 31); a position also advocated in Platonism, but then, 
as Plutarch points out, this divine choice from the Stoic point of view was 
not particularly fortunate, since they view humanity as in a wretched and 
miserable state. 

Plutarch is opposed to the view that God can be responsible for evil and 
attacks what he views as the lack of sophistication in Chrysippus’ stance 


» Epictetus, Discourses. I.iv.28-32 
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on this matter: ‘you've made the easiest plea, to blame the gods’.*? Plutarch 
is hostile to the idea that the Demiurge could be responsible for evil, in 
contrast to the Chrysippean position that evils are dispersed according to 
the will of Zeus, either for the purpose of punishment, or in the course 
of other arrangements, as is the case in cities (De Stoic. Repug. 1051). 
In the same passage, he attacks Chrysippus’ insensitivity for comparing 
the evil things which happen to the virtuous man to a few husks which 
get lost in a well-run household. Plutarch here favours a more inclusive 
form of divine Providence. Chrysippus’ reasoning is based on the role 
of Necessity in the sensible world. Even Plato (Tim. 47e5-48a2) and the 
author of De Placitis at 885a recognise the limits placed on the Demiurge by 
Necessity. However, for Plutarch, if Necessity controls events to such a large 
degree, than many events lie beyond the control of the Demiurge and the 
world is not completely ordered in conformity with his reason. This would 
absolve him from guilt for the existence of evil in the world, although, as 
Plutarch illustrates, Chrysippus vitiates this by claiming that even vice is 
the creation of the Demiurge, ‘since nothing, neither small nor great, is 
contrary to the reason of Zeus or his law or justice or Providence’.** At 
De Stoic. Repug. 1050e—-1051a, Plutarch attacks this statement and responds 
with a spirited defence of the Demiurge. Zeus, according to Plutarch’s 
polemical interpretation of Chrysippus, is to be blamed if he is responsible 
for the creation of useless vice (&xpnotov... thy Kakiay) or having created 
(tretroinxey) it, attempts to punish it. 

Plutarch also attacks the Chrysippean notion that God is cruel and 
responsible in some way for the sufferings of man. If even humans kill 
unwanted puppies when they are just born, it seems unlikely that Zeus 
would have produced men and allowed them to attain maturity, before he 
starts contriving ways to torture them. It would have been more logical 
to simply prevent human generation. Zeus, in Greek mythology, despite 
his title as father of gods and men, is not actually responsible for their 
generation, so it is quite clear that Plutarch is treating Zeus as something 
of a philosophical principle here. 

Of course, Plutarch is being polemical. It is clear, though, that part of 
Plutarch’s hostility to Stoicism stems from its view that everything in the 
universe takes place in accordance with universal reason; i.e. God. The 
result is to make God responsible for the existence of evil. Plutarch at 
De Stoic. Rep. 1051d continues his opposition to this line of thought and 
notes that declaring that the Demiurge is responsible for the appointment 


3 De Stoic. Repugn.1o49f 4 De Stoic. Repugn. 1osod 
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of evil men to positions of power is tantamount to accusing a king of 
having appointed evil officials and turning a blind eye to the abuse of his 
virtuous subjects. Given this context, it seems apparent that a dualistic 
philosophy was the obvious means for Plutarch to extract himself from 
the difficulty created by the problem of evil. In defence of the Stoics, their 
comparison of the suffering virtuous to a few husks of grain is not a callous 
statement. Rather God, for Chrysippus and also the Stoic Balbus in Cicero’s 
account, is justified in ignoring minor matters to concentrate on greater 
cosmic problems. That is essentially the position which Plato adopts in 
the 7imaeus,” in his view of the Demiurge who concerns himself with the 
ordering of the whole and is never depicted as being especially concerned 
with the welfare of the individual. Indeed, his obligation to comply with 
the dictates of Necessity would seem to be incompatible with a theodicy 
of this sort. 

Certain aspects of the problem of evil are touched upon in De Commu- 
nibus Notitiis adversus Stoicos. But first, the use of this text perhaps requires 
a brief justification. Its Plutarchean pedigree has been challenged, but the 
arguments against its authenticity have long been refuted. In any case, 
many of the arguments overlap with those used in De Stoicorum Repug- 
nantiis. At to6s5e—1066a, Plutarch again levels at the Stoics the charge of 
making the Demiurge responsible for evil: 


And the paternal and supreme and righteous Zeus, the best of artificers 
according to Pindar, did not craft the cosmos as a great, embroidered and 
manifold play, but as a town shared by gods and men, who should be 
associates in accordance with justice and virtue, blissfully in agreement and 
for this most beautiful and most holy goal, he did not need pirates and 
slayers of men and parricides and tyrants. For what is bad has not been 
generated as an intermezzo that is pleasurable to the divinity, and it is not 
for the sake of liveliness and laughter and as a joke that injustice has come 
into contact with concrete matters, so that is not possible to glimpse even 
the phantom of the harmony which they celebrate. 


Here again, Plutarch views the Demiurge as essentially good, having gener- 
ated the world with the best aim in mind. He even goes further, regarding 
vice as unessential to the Demiurge’s plan (in contrast to the Stoics, as they 
are presented in De Stoic. Repugn., who regard vice as necessary for the 
existence of evil): “For matter has not of itself brought forth what is evil’ 
(1076c). Plutarch then goes on to argue here that matter is &troios (‘without 
quality’), its motions coming directly from the moving principle. This is 


5 Plato adopts a similar position at Laws X.903-5. 
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not very far from the view of matter outlined in Plato’s Timaeus, but it is 
a long way from the attempts to insulate God from matter exhibited by 
Philo. 

However at 1085b—c, he does touch on the relationship of this Demi- 
urge to matter.*° Plutarch’s problem here is with the Stoic concept of the 
Demiurge, as rationality permeating matter. For Plutarch, the Demiurge, 
as a principle, should be pure (xa®apds) and incomposite (&oUvOeTos). 
If matter is without quality and incomposite, it fulfils the criteria to be 
regarded as a principle. According to Plutarch’s reading of the Stoic posi- 
tion, however, the assumptions which the Stoics make concerning God are 
inappropriate fora principle. For example, at 1085c Plutarch points out that 
since, according to the Stoic position, the Demiurge is not pure Reason, 
but only has reason on deposit as a kind of trustee (tayias), he would 
then be neither Reason nor matter. He becomes, according to Plutarch’s 
polemic reading of the Stoic account, not a principle, but a participant 
in two opposed principles, and hence a compound. This would make the 
Demiurge or God a second-order construct. Compounds are, of course, 
less perfect than principles, since they always run the risk of being reduced 
to their constituent elements. Worst of all, Plutarch claims that the Stoics 
have attributed corporeality to God. 

Plutarch here presents a serious criticism of the Stoic position, and 
though he is engaged in polemics, the passage can be viewed within the 
broader context of the Platonist preoccupation with insulating the Demi- 
urge from matter, but simultaneously attempting to explain his interaction 


26 Ztorxelou ye UT ApXi\s Kal Evvoia KOT] THOW ws EtrOS EiTreiv AvOpwTrols EUTIEPUKEV, GS ATIAOUV 
Kal &kpatov eivai Kal doUvOeTov: ov yap oTorxEiov oS’ &pyt) TO HEUTyEeVvov GAA’ 2 dv PEMIKTAL. 
Kal ut otto Tov Bedv apt dvTa odpa voepdv Kal vov év WAN TrolotvTEs OU Kabapdv oUSE 
atrAoty 008’ c&ovvbeTtov GAN’ é€ EtéEpoU Kal B1 ETEpov &TrOpatvouOI: 7 8’ BAN Kad’ abThVy GAoyos 
ovoa Kal d&trolos TO &trAOY Exel Kal TO ApxoElbés: 6 Beds Sé, eltrep OUK EoTIV KoMpATOS CUS’ 
GuAos, ws dpxiis pEeTECK KE THs WANs. ei uEV yap Ev Kal TaUTOv f VAN Kal 6 Adyos, ovUK EU TH BAN” 
dAoyov &troSeSaxKaov: ei 8 Etepa, Kal aupotépwv Tapias &v Tis 6 Beds Ein Kai OVX ATAU GAAG 
oUvOeTov TIPGyYUa TH voepg TO OPATIKOV EK Tis VANS TPOGEIANPOs. 


‘But a common conception of what an element or principle is, is innate in all men, as it were; 
it is simple and unmixed and uncompounded. For the element or principle is not what has been 
mixed but that out of which it is mixed, but these people [the Stoics], by making God, who is a 
principle, an intellectual body and enmattered mind, proclaim that He is neither pure nor simple, 
nor uncompounded, but from something else and on account of something else. But matter, being 
itself irrational and without quality, has simplicity and is of the nature of a principle, but God, if 
He really is not incorporeal and not immaterial, partakes in matter as one sharing in a principle. 
For if matter and reason are one and the same thing, they have not done well in conceding that 
matter is irrational and if they are different, God has both as a kind of trustee and is not simple but 
a composite thing with material corporeality added to intellectuality.’ (De Communibus Notitiis, 
1085b—c) 
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on it. Polemics aside, the Stoics actually have a major problem. They typ- 
ically identify God with one of the elements, either fire or air, or with a 
compound (pneuma or breath). Once God is regarded as a compound, 
he becomes ontologically inferior to the elements, since a compound can 
always be dissolved into its constituent parts and indeed presupposes their 
existence. The Stoics must therefore face the charge of being both mate- 
rialists and of circular argumentation, if they derive everything including 
God from matter and then argue that God is responsible for the ordering 
of the material realm. 

Plutarch’s writings against the Stoics also contain some interesting 
insights on the longevity of the Demiurge. Chrysippus argues that only 
Zeus and the universe are not subject to destruction, but the other gods 
are, also denying the other gods self-sufficiency. Cherniss regards the name 
‘Zeus’ at De Stoic. Rep. 1052b—c to be a synonym for the universe, though 
strictly speaking it is probably really the divine reason active within it:*7 

Tpogf} Te of pév GAAO1 Geol ypSvta1 tTapatAnoios, cuvexouevor SV aut: 
6 8 ZeUs Kai 6 KdopOS Ka®’ Etepov TpdTIOV *** &vaALoKOpEeVvOoV Kall EK TTUPOS 
YIVOMEVOOV. 

The other gods use nourishment similarly and they are held together by it. 


But Zeus and the cosmos ‘maintain themselves’ in a different manner ‘from 
those who’ perish and come into existence from fire. 


At De Stoic. Rep. 1052, Plutarch quotes from the first book of Chrysippus’ 
On Providence, pointing out that Zeus continues growing until everything 
has been consumed in his growth. This is a reference, of course, to ekpy- 
rosis, the periodic conflagration during which the universe is consumed 
by fire. Sambursky claims that ‘here the Stoics hit upon an important 
physical law which applies to closed systems that are not subject to any 
interference’.** Perhaps Sambursky was unaware that Chrysippus’ was imi- 
tating Tim. 33c8—d3.° The destructibility of the ‘lesser gods’ is, in fact, 
justifiable in Platonic terms, although Plutarch here expresses opposition 
to it (possibly for the purposes of polemic). After all, the Young Gods of 
the 7imaeus are not immortal, merely everlasting at the pleasure of the 
Demiurge. The Stoics, though, only believe in one God: the ‘lesser gods’ 
are to be regarded as examples of specific powers of Zeus. In this respect, 
they diverge from the ontological systems advanced by Platonism (and 
also by Gnosticism, though they did not engage with this tradition) and 


77 Cherniss: 1976, 392 8 Sambursky: 1959 quoted by Cherniss: 1976, 567. 
9 Cherniss argues that Sambursky was unaware of Bréhier’s discovery of this imitation. 
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are not able to attribute evil or the imperfection of the universe to lesser 
intermediaries. 

At 1052d, Plutarch counters the Stoic doctrine of the self-sufficiency 
of the universe, justified on the basis that nourishment is provided by the 
interchange of different parts with each other.*° Plutarch is not as impressed 
as Sambursky, arguing that since the universe is nourished by its own 
decay, while the gods are nourished by the universe, they expand while the 
universe contracts. This is interesting; Plutarch refutes a Stoicised Platonic 
theory by using an argument from 77m. 33c7-8, the passage immediately 
preceding that utilised by Chrysippus. The 7imaeus passage runs ‘auto yop 
ExuT® Tpopty thy Eautot pbiow tapéxov’ (‘for it [the cosmos] supplied 
nourishment for itself from its own decay’) and Plutarch’s argument is 
‘uovov ut) ad&eoGo1 Thy attot pbiow Zxovta tpogty’ (‘only it does not 
grow, having its decay as its nourishment’). It seems here that demiurgic 
activity is not solely noetic action to regulate pre-existent matter, but, in 
fact, the energy required by this activity eventually uses up the available 
store of matter, as if only a limited supply is available and the Demiurge is 
incapable of producing any more. 

Essentially, Plutarch’s objection to the Stoic conception of divinity can 
be reduced, as has been done by Babut, to three main problems.” Firstly, 
the Stoic divinity is perishable as he is constrained by the destiny of the 
cosmos. In the second place, he is confused with material realities. Finally, 
he is deprived of all power of initiative, whereas for Plutarch, as a Platonist, 
these problems can be solved if the Demiurge is located in the suprasensible 
world and separated from matter. The Stoics, because of their notion of 
inert and insensible matter, are forced to posit that a benevolent divinity is 
the sole cause of evil.** Plutarch saw that the Stoics needed to posit a third 
term between God and matter to justify their position and his denial of 
divine responsibility for evil is clearly a major factor in his dualism.» 


De Iside et Osiride 


In the De Iside et Osiride, Plutarch attempts to resolve this problem and 
outlines his conception of demiurgic causality under the guise of an exe- 
gesis of Egyptian mythology, with Osiris representing the Demiurge. The 
Isis myth is well-known: Isis’ husband, Osiris, is killed and dismembered 


3° As expressed at SVF 2.604. 3! Babut: 1969, 454 ? De. Stoic. Repug. 1048 

3 Cf, De Iside 369d: ‘Tf, as is the case, it is impossible that something comes to be without cause and 
if the good is not able to give birth to evil, it is necessary that there is in nature a separate origin 
and principle for evil as there is for good.’ 
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by Seth-Typhon and Isis assembles the scattered pieces in order to resurrect 
him, subsequently bearing him Horus. Plutarch’s treatise is a cross-cultural 
product; he sees this foreign myth as containing the same sort of meta- 
physical truth which had been discovered by the Greeks. To this extent, 
Plutarch’s exposition resembles Philo’s and Origen’s exegeses of Genesis. 
The important difference is that Plutarch is examining a foreign tradition; 
he has much greater freedom in his interpretation than is possible for a 
Jew or Christian examining his own tradition. The difficulty in examining 
such a text in order to understand Plutarch’s conception of demiurgy is 
that it is recounted not directly, but as an exegesis of two separate ‘origin’ 
myths: the Isis myth as well as that of the Timaeus. 

The work reveals a belief in a universal providence, within the context 
of which the conflict between good (represented by Isis, Osiris in various 
guises and Horus) and evil (represented by Seth-Typhon) takes place; a 
conflict in which the Demiurge himself adopts a rather passive role. The 
third term that Plutarch requires between matter and the Demiurge here are 
daimones. Isis and Osiris are themselves great daimones, but perfectly good, 
by virtue of which they become gods. Thus, the dualism of Plutarch is a 
conflict between two principles, not between two gods. At 369d, Plutarch 
excludes the idea of a god of evil: 


Kal SoKel ToUTO Tois TAEloToIs Kal CoOpwTaToIs: vouifouol yap oi 
yév Peous eivar SUo Kabdtep avTiTéxvous, Tov Hey ayabdv, Tov Be 
pavAwy Snuioupydov: of Sé Tov pév cuElvova Bedv, Tov 8 Etepov Saipova 
KaAoUo... 


And this seems to be the case to the greatest and wisest (thinkers). For some 
believe that there are two antagonistic gods, one the Demiurge of Good and 
the other the Demiurge of what is bad. And they call the better one God 
and the other one the daimon. 


In practice, Plutarch links the concept of a god of evil with Iranian thought 
(369d), while he himself prefers to shun this idea. At 369c—d, strong Zoroas- 
trian echoes can be observed: 


Life and the cosmos, if not all of the cosmos at least the sublunar part which 
is diverse, and variegated and subject to all kinds of change are formed from 
two antagonistic causes, and if the good does not furnish the cause of evil, it is 
necessary that Nature has the source and principle of evil, as well as of good. 


Interestingly here, Plutarch considers the possibility that the evil principle 
only has jurisdiction ‘below the moon’, rather like the sublunar Valentinian 
Demiurge. It seems here that the positive 5uvauis is also like a benevolent 
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sublunar Demiurge, but I think that possibly he has jurisdiction over the 
cosmos as a whole, but only in the sublunar region is he forced to enter 
into conflict with the evil principle, hence the reason for ‘all manner of 
changes’. 

Typhon is an evil daimon in conflict with the Demiurge and even he 
appears to be the only daimon entirely evil, while the others are ‘more or 
less good’ (360e). The great daimones serve as intermediaries between the 
supreme Logos and the ‘Powers’ or between the ‘Powers’ and men.** These 
‘Powers’ are lesser entities, which, on the ontological scale, rank just above 
men. This positing of daimones, rather like Plato’s positing of the Young 
Gods, helps to free the Demiurge from bearing any responsibility for the 
existence of evil. However, in De Defectu, the daimones assist the Demiurge 
by preserving cosmic order as an additional regulatory power.* 

However, the problem with this aspect of the demonology is vitiated 
by the active role of Isis, who also regulates the disorder of the sublunar 
world and attempts to preserve it. The role played by Isis is essential in 
Plutarch’s understanding of the Demiurge, since she plays a much more 
active part in the preservation of the world than her husband. As Frankfort 
comments: ‘Isis, the devoted, but subservient consort of Osiris, became 
the vehicle of Plutarch’s philosophy, his peculiar amalgam of Platonic and 
Stoic views’ (though Frankfort’s study is not the most nuanced).3° Addi- 
tionally, the demonology helps to regulate theological problems, such as the 
existence of cults. However, these are relatively minor matters when com- 
pared to the attempt to solve the problem of evil and need not concern us 
here. 

Incomplete matter brings forth the first creation (a product not yet 
ordered by the Logos or divine reason). This first creation is merely the 
‘wraith and phantasm’ of the created world that is generated later. As Dillon 
comments, it seems indicative of Isis’ desire for the order of the world, rather 
than a production of Seth-Typhon, whom Plutarch uses to represent Plato’s 
‘errant cause’, Necessity.*” Read in terms of Plato’s Timaeus, we seem to 
have an equivalent here of the limited attempt at order that took place 
due to the winnowing-motion of the Receptacle. Since it is produced by 
matter, it indicates that while Plutarchean matter may be, in itself, inert 
before the creation of the world, a (maleficent) soul already exists; perhaps 
illustrated here by the conception of the elder Horus in the womb. 


34 Tllustrated also in the De Defectu Oraculorum, where daimones convey oracles from the gods to men. 
35 Cherniss: 1976, 100 36 Frankfort: 1951, 22 37 Dillon: 1977, 204 
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Isis is a highly symbolic figure for Plutarch’s account of demiurgy: ‘Isis 
is the female principle of nature, T6 This pUcEws OF \AU, that which receives 
all generation, from which arise the names ‘nurse’ (mi8Hvn) and ‘universal 
receptacle’ (travdexn), which Plato gives here and also ‘myrionym’ (‘with 
a thousand names’), because under the influence of reason she under- 
goes change and adopts every sort of form and appearance’ (De Iside 
372€). 

As is evident here, Isis is the equivalent of the Receptacle of the Timaeus, 
although she also adopts the role of matter to some extent, as can be seen 
from 372eff:, where she is explicitly identified with matter. This is a rather 
radical shift from Tim. 49a—-b and 51a, where the Receptacle is defined as 
the place in which creation occurs, rather than the material out of which it 
occurs. However, Plutarch is not the first Platonist to equate the Platonic 
Receptacle with Aristotelian matter.** While the Receptacle is more usually 
regarded as place or space, support can be found for Plutarch’s perception 
of it as matter. Plato uses terms such as éxyayeiov (impression), KivoUuEvov 
(moving), Siacxnpatifoyevov (shaping), TUTABévTa (being struck), which 
are difficult to reconcile with the notion of space and seem to allude to a 
feature such as plasticity. 

Another problem is that Isis is neither passive receptacle nor inert matter, 
but she is capable of choosing between good and evil, though naturally 
inclining to what is best. Far from being recalcitrant, she actively seeks 
ordering by the Demiurge (evidently Osiris), although she also assists in 
demiurgy by sowing effluxes in herself. All this suggests an active receptacle; 
perhaps overactive, since it is difficult to see what remains for the Demiurge 
to do, other than perhaps communicating the paradeigma to Isis, who then 
plays a role in ordering herself (not actually a question of creation, similar 
to the situation in the 7zmaeus). 

In a more implicit manner, Isis serves a role somewhat similar to Philo’s 
Logos-Cutter. As Plutarch comments at 352d ‘it is not lawful, as Plato says, 


38 For example compare Alcinous’ Handbook of Platonism, where in Chapter 8.2 on matter, Alcinous 
misreads the Timaeus: ‘Plato calls this [matter] a “mould” (Zim. 5o0c), “receiver of everything” 
(51a), “nurse” (49a, 52d, 88d), “mother” (sod, 51a) and “space” (52a—d) and a substrate “tangible by 
non-sensation” and apprehensible only “by a sort of bastard reasoning” and he states that it has 
this characteristic, that it receives all of generation and plays the role of a nurse in sustaining it and 
receiving the Forms, but it remains shapeless and qualityless and formless itself. For nothing would 
be easily adapted for receiving a variety of imprints and shapes, unless it itself was qualityless and 
did not participate in those forms which it necessarily receives itself’ (trans. after Dillon). Although 
Alcinous himself is later than Plutarch, it is probable that he is preserving earlier doctrines, for 
example from Arius. 


100 Plutarch and the Demiurge of Egyptian mythology 


for the pure to touch the impure’.”” This would help to elucidate the 
passivity of the Demiurge, as part of an increasing tendency after Plato to 
move to a more transcendent First Principle. This tendency is motivated 
by a variety of factors including the desire to insulate the First Principle 
from matter/responsibility for the existence of evil or attempts to clarify 
the nature of the relationship between the First Principle, the demiurgic 
one and the Forms. Another explanation is the attempt to explain the 
movement from unity to multiplicity by positing an increasing number of 
intermediary stages. 

Isis also contains elements shared by Philonic/Gnostic Sophia. At 351e, 
Plutarch refers to her as divine wisdom, although the words he chooses 
are eidésis and phronésis, not Sophia.*° Dillon views her as a fusion of 
the positive aspect of matter with the World-Soul, connected with the 
Pythagorean/Old Academic Dyad and the Philonian Sophia.“ I think that 
the origin of Plutarchean Isis can be found somewhere in this syncretistic 
mix. 

Isis certainly comes across as an imperfect (irrational) entity requiring 
completion by the divine Logos, and in this context Isis and the Younger 
Horus neatly parallel the Gnostic pairing of Sophia and the Demiurge. 
Froidefond argues that Isis is not actually the incomplete Gnostic entity, 
but rather the Aristotelian étre en puissance.** He further claims that Isis 
cannot be identified with a disorderly World-Soul. It seems to me that Isis’ 
search for Osiris indicates the World-Soul’s awareness of its own imperfect 
nature and its desire to be guided by God towards the model of the Good, 
even if, in fact, it is difficult to see any justification within the framework of 
the myth for Isis’ portrayal as a fallen entity. The identification of World- 
Soul/active Receptacle seems most plausible, given Isis’ management of 
matter. Isis’ search for Osiris can also be read in terms of the Statesman 
myth, in which God periodically rolls back the world to a vision of the 
Good. 

At 372e-f, Plutarch explains how his view of demiurgic causality 
works: 


éyel SE OUUQUTOV EPWTA TOU TIPATOU KAI KUPIWTATOU TIAVTOV, 6 T&yabe 
TouTov goTl, KaKEIvO TroBeT Kal SicKel Thy & ek ToU KaKoU gevyel Kal 
Siwbeitar poipav, &yqoiv pév oUca yapa Kai UAn, pétrTouca 8’ &el TIPds 
To BéATIOv &€ EauTi|s Kal TAPEKOUTS yEevvay ExEived Kal KaTAOTTEIpELV Eis 


% Kabapot yap’ f now 6 TAd&tov (Phaedo 67b) ot Geprtov &trtecBan yt KaBapa: (Cf? Phaedo 67b). 
Admittedly, there Plutarch is discussing the rationale behind the abstinence of Egyptian priests, but 
given its location, I feel that it sheds some light on the situation here. 

4° Dillon: 1977, 204 4° Dillon: 1977, 204 # Froidefond: 1987, 119 
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EauTTW a&troppodas Kal SuoldTNTs, ais xalper Kal yeynGe KUIOKOEVT Kal 
UTOTIUTIAQUEVT] TOV YEvVECEwDV: EIKOV Yap EOTIV OVOIAS <*> Ev UA yévEeots 
Kal pina ToU Svtos TO ylvoyEvov. 

And she [Isis] has an innate love of the First Principle and the lord of all, 
who is the Good itself, and she desires and pursues him, but she flees and 
pushes away from evil and being the receptacle and matter of both she 
continuously inclines towards the Good and hands herself over to him so 
that he might generate from her and sow in her emanations in his own 
likeness, she rejoices and is glad that she is impregnated with these and filled 
with generation. For this generation in matter is an image of the essence 
and a copy of that which really is. 


This text seems to posit generation from below. Matter desires form and 
so the Demiurge obliges, rather than the Forms becoming enmattered 
or order being imposed on matter from above. Matter or Isis desires to 
be ordered according to the Forms, so that she herself can participate in 
the Intelligible.*’ Although Isis’ functions are in part identical to those of 
Timaeus’ Receptacle as an active recipient, her role goes beyond that: she 
not only receives and nourishes the seeds of generation, but she strengthens 
them (cuviotnot 375c). She divides this seminal reason (S1avéuoucay 377b) 
and rehabilitates cosmic harmony (ouvapydttew déAt 373a), whenever it 
is threatened by disorder and destruction (p80p&).*+ 

Isis, in this context, differs from Aristotelian matter. As 373b—c makes 
clear, sensible matter to every degree is penetrated and ordered by the 
Forms; this development of the ‘matérialisme de lidée’ is hailed by Froide- 
fond as the ‘phase ultime de l'évolution de la pensée de Platon’.*’ In spite of 
this management of the sensible world, Froidefond is unhappy with iden- 
tifying Isis with the World-Soul of the Timaeus, because by relaying to the 
sensible Adyo1 otrepuatixoi (‘generative principles’) in a sort of continuous 
action, she takes over the role of the Demiurge. However, I think that 
while Isis cannot be exclusively identified with the Timaean World-Soul, 
she does act as its replacement in Plutarch, as he regards the World-Soul 
as present in matter. Froidefond outlines the mediating powers that exist 
between transcendent Logos and the otepyatixds: immanent Logos, the 


43 Cf the description at De Iside 373b-c: yéveois AtroAAwvos aivittetoi TO Trplv Expavi} yevéoBar 
Tove Tov KOoYOV Kal cUVTEAEDBFVAI TH Adyoo Thy UAny pucEl eAeyKouéevny &q’ AUTIHs ATEAT THY 
TIpaTHY yevEeot E€eveyKeiv- 

‘The birth of Apollo (from Isis and Osiris) hints that before the cosmos appeared and was brought 
about by reason, matter, striving to produce, imperfectly brought forth from itself this first genera- 
tion.’ 

44 Froidefond: 1987, 116 4 Froidefond: 1987, 116 
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demiurgic World-Soul and the regulatory World-Soul.*° Part of the prob- 
lem in interpreting Isis’ role is that she combines elements of all three. 

The description at 373b—c, quoted above, describes the ordering of Isis 
in terms of physical insemination. In reality, the imagery is contradicted by 
passages of the De Iside et Osiride which reveal the weakness and passivity 
of the Osirian Demiurge. This emerges in the description of Osiris’ dead 
body, in the loss of his phallus (358b) and in the weakness of Harpocrates 
(358e). 

At 373a, Plutarch elaborates on the role played by the Good in the 
ordering of matter: 


TO yap Sv Kal vontov Kal &yabdov pbopas Kai UETABOAT |S KpEITTOV EOTIV: AS 
8 at attot Td aicbqTOv Kal cwpaTiKov Eikdvas ExudTTETOI Kal Adyous 
Kal e157 Kal Guo1oTHTas avaAayBavel, Kabdatrep Ev KNPa ogpayides ouK 
Gel Siapévouoty, GAAG KaTaAapBaver TO &TaKToOv avTaS Kal Tapa dsdes 
evtatida Tis dvea yopas ATEANAGHEVOY Kal WAX OUEVOV TIPds TOV “Qpov... 
For Being and the Intelligible and the Good are superior to decay and change; 
but the images moulded under its impression in the sensible and corporeal, 
the ordering-principles, the Forms and the likenesses which matter takes up 
just like a seal in wax, do not persist forever, but are overtaken by disorder 
and disturbances which the Good, fighting agains Horus, has expelled here 
from the places above. 


Here the same dualistic attitude is expressed. But the Demiurge is given 
a much more active role than is frequently the case in Plutarch; he is 
involved in the continual creation of the world of Becoming, which would 
soon collapse under the power of the forces of disorder were it not for 
his benevolence and continual care. Isis also adopts a much more pas- 
sive role, since she is compared to wax which is merely stamped with an 
impression: no mention is made of her capacity to respond to the Good 
in a manner that prompts creation. The dualism is weaker too; there is 
no question of the Demiurge being overcome by disorder, although in 
the myth, Osiris is overcome by Seth-Typhon and indeed would have no 
prospect of triumphing were it not for Isis. 

In this passage, Osiris is beyond the reach of disorder; it is only his 
productions which can be subjected to it. One possible explanation for the 
change in focus is that Plutarch here ceases to use myth and explains Isis 
and Osiris in philosophical terms. However, I think that what Plutarch is 
describing is the becoming world in a state of flux and the reason that the 


46 Froidefond: 1987, 1 
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Demiurge has a more active role is because he must continually transmit 
images from the intelligible world to matter (the Plutarchean version of 
world-generation) in order to prevent cosmic collapse in the face of the 
Principle of Disorder. 

The Demiurge and the Receptacle-matter give birth to the sensible world 
(373a-b): 


... TOV ‘Qpov, dv f ‘lois eikova Tot vontot Kdopou aioGnTOv Svta yevva: 
810 Kal Sikny pevyelv AéyeTal vobEias UTIO Tupdvos, ws OUK dv Kabapds 
oS’ eiAiKpivis olos 6 Trathp, Adyos adTds Kad’ ExuTdV &uryT)s Kal eras, 
GAAS vevobEUpEvos TH UAT 510 TO OMPATIKOV. TEPLyLyvETal SE Kal vIK& TOU 
‘Eppot, Toutéoti Tou Adyou, YapTUPOUVTOS Kai SElKVUOVTOS OT1 TIPOS TO 
VOTTOV f] QUOIS HETAOYNMATICOLEVT TOV KOOYOV ATTOSIS wor. 

Horus is the sensible world, which Isis has borne as an image of the noetic 
cosmos. It is for this reason that it is said that he is indicted because of 
his illegitimacy by Typhon, since he does not have the purity or unmixed 
nature of his father, Reason itself which is unmixed and impassible, but he is 
bastardised by matter on account of his corporeality. And he gets the upper 
hand and obtains his victory since Hermes, that is to say Reason, comes 
forward as a witness and demonstrates that nature, having been altered in 
form in accordance with the Intelligible, produces the cosmos. 


From Plutarch’s interpretation here, it seems that he does not regard the 
sensible world as produced by the Demiurge out of matter in the Recepta- 
cle, but as a co-production between the Demiurge and Receptacle-matter, 
existing as an independent entity. Also confusing is the double mention 
of Adyos, but presumably the distinction here is between transcendent 
Adyos represented by Osiris and immanent reason (Hermes). Plutarch, at 
this point, also has recourse to the Platonic conception of the inherent evil 
of matter. 

Horus is then forced to engage in combat with Typhon (Disorder) 
in a battle for survival. This, in fact, has been previously revealed by 
Plutarch at 373a (quoted above), without the aid of an allegory. This battle 
between Horus and Seth-Typhon is Plutarch’s mechanism for harmonising 
his dualism. Typhon is revealed as essential for cosmic order at 367a, where 
it is claimed that a perfect world would be impossible without the igneous 
element, and at 37!Aa: 


WELLYHEVT] YEP 1 TOUSEe TOU KOoMOU yévEoIS Kal OVOTAOIS EF EvavTiov ov 
uty iooobevasy Suvapewv, GAAG Tis BeATIovos TO KPaTOS EoTiV: &TIOAEO- 
Gar SE THY MAvVANY TravTatracw GduUvaTov, TOAATY EV EUTIEMUKUIAV TO 
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COOUAT1, TOAANY SE TH WUXt] TOU TravTds Kai TIPOS TI BEATIOVa cel SUC- 
paxotoav. 

For the generation and composition of this cosmos comes about from the 
mixture of opposing, but inequal, powers; the superior force is that of good, 
but it is impossible that the evil power would altogether disappear, since it 
is firmly implanted in the body, and particularly in the soul of the universe 
and it is continuously fighting in vain against the good. 


This idea echoes Hesiod’s description of the ‘mixed’ life of the human 
race.” Here Plutarch assigns Typhon a role, not merely in ensuring cosmic 
order, but actually a part in demiurgy. Typhon at 371b is an errant cause: 


... Tugav 8& Tis wuxiis TO TabnTIKOV Kal TITaVvIKOV Kal GAoyov Kal 
EUTIANKTOV, TOU SE OWPATIKOU TO ETIIKNPOV Kal voodSES Kal TAPAKTIKOV 
&wpiais Kai SuoKpaciats, Kal KPUWEOL TAiou Kal &paviopois cEATTIQ, oiov 
éxSpopal Kai dpnviacyol [Kai] Tupdasvos: 

And Typhon is the receptive, titanic, irrational and impulsive component of 
the [World] Soul and in the [World] body that which is subject to death and 
ailing and disturbed and seasonal disorder and bad temperament, and solar 
eclipses and lunar occultations, all of these are the skirmishes and seditions 


of Typhon. 


At 373c-d, Plutarch outlines another myth to explain Typhon’s role in 
cosmic harmony, in which Hermes uses the nerves of Typhon to make the 
cords of the lyre: 


. SiSdoKovtes ws TO TEV 6 Adyos SiapHOoauEVOS OULQavov EF KouL- 
gave LEpdy Etroinoe Kal Thy pbapTiKty oUK &TrHAEcEV GAN’ AvETIT|PWCE 
Suvaurv. Sbev éxeivy yev GoPets Kal &Spaviis EvTatba PuPovEVT Kal TIPOO- 
TIAEKOVEVT] TOIS TAO TIKOTS Kai UETABOAIKOIS HEPEOT. 


. teaching that Reason regulated the universe and generated harmony 
from dissonant components and it did not destroy them utterly but only 
incapacitated their destructive power, so that they are here weak and without 
strength, and they jumble together and attack those parts which are receptive 
and subject to change. 


It is for this reason that, although Horus acts as a check on Typhon, he is 
not permitted by Isis to kill him because she did not wish that the element 
opposed to humidity should completely disappear, but she preferred that 
the mixture should subsist (367a). In any case, the existence of an ‘errant 
cause’, Necessity, in the Timaeus opens the way for this sort of dualistic 


47 Froidefond: 1987, 117 
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opposition. Bianchi views this as radical dualism, with a split between 
Being and Becoming existing prior to the beginning of the world.** 

Bianchi also sees Seth as combining destructive aggressivity with 
unavoidable sterility. However, I feel that perhaps one more naturally 
associates sterility with the Plutarchean Demiurge, symbolised by loss of 
the phallus. This stresses that Osiris cannot create, but merely regulate, 
though taken in conjunction with the attitude expressed in the Quaestiones 
Convivales, it may be a rejection of the biological image of the Timaeus, 
which was developed by the Stoics, in favour of the technological one. A 
comparison with biology is inevitable given Isis’ representation as nurse 
and universal receptacle, while her husband Osiris is presented as the Logos 
and together they have a son. This grotesque detail concerning the missing 
phallus seems to be provided in case we might be tempted to interpret 
Plutarch’s Isis allegory as a reference to Logos working inside matter in a 
manner similar to procreation. Bianchi also characterises Isis in terms of 
‘passive receptivity and Seth as ‘violent reactivity’. This distorts the pic- 
ture; Isis as Receptacle-matter is much more active than her counterparts in 
other mythological systems and characterising Seth in terms of ‘reactivity’ 
masks the fact that he is ultimately regulated to some extent by demiur- 
gic reasoning and owes his very existence to Isis; perhaps a Plutarchean 
echo of the recalcitrance of matter, which is essentially responsible for the 
errant cause. Bianchi also raises the interesting point that in Seth we have 
a typical example of the Demiurge-trickster found in the Gnostic systems. 
However, Bianchi links this identification with his view of the sterility of 
Seth, whereas I feel that this is a trait more associated with Osiris (given 
the loss of his phallus). 

Plutarch is playing a complicated game here in his account of the Isis 
myth since it is a dual exegesis of an aspect of Egyptian mythology, as well as 
of the Timaeus. Plutarch’s interpretation of the 7imaeus shapes his reaction 
to the Isis myth. Despite the fluidity of the allegory, Plutarch distinguishes 
the Platonic triad of First Principles: Matter (Isis), Forms (transcendent 
Osiris) and a sort of World-Soul (immanent Osiris).*? 


Quaestiones Convivales 


Quaestiones Convivales is a work that has curiously been largely ignored 
in terms of the background which it can provide on demiurgic causality 


48 Bianchi: 1987b, 354 
49 This same distinction is drawn also at Quaestiones Convivales 720b, quoted below, where Plutarch 
refers to the three principles which Plato posits in the Timaeus. 
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(though it has been analysed by Ferrari).°° Admittedly, the Quaestiones 
are records of dinner conversations, rather than technical, philosophical 
discussions, and are not actually cited in the Catalogue of Lamprias, but they 
contain interesting insights on certain specific details of world-generation. 
Book 1, 615f-616a, contains an allusion to Tim. 30a—b. Plutarch stresses 
the fact that the Demiurge orders rather than produces: ‘by a general 
arrangement that the great God substituted order for disorder’. He arranges, 
rather than creates, for it is ‘without taking away anything from that which 
existed and without adding anything and that it is in placing each thing in 
the most suitable location that he generated from extreme confusion the 
most beautiful form for nature’. 

In Book u1, Plutarch raises the question of which existed first; the chicken 
or the egg. Though this might appear frivolous, the discussion is related to 
Aristotle’s problem, concerning the priority of the actual or the potential. 
Matter is initially slow to submit itself to the weak impulsions of nature and 
so can only produce ‘shapeless and indefinite images’ (tUTrous &ydpqous Kal 
&opiotous) such as eggs which then produce (év8nuioupypeio€ar) living 
creatures.’ Here we have an echo of the De Iside’s ‘phantom’ of the world, 
spontaneously produced by matter, with the interesting use of the verb 
Snuloupyée to describe this action.” This is rationalised at 636c—d; in 
every transformation the original form must precede the resultant one. At 
636d, Plutarch draws an allusion to the Orphic myth which claims that 
the egg must precede all generation, because, as 636e makes clear, the egg 
represents the being who generated the universe (i.e. the Demiurge) and 
who contains it in himself. 

So far these points only add some further details to the tenets expounded 
in De Iside. The second question of Book vi is more enlightening. It asks 
why the Demiurge continually engages in geometry. Plutarch, like his 
Stoic opponents, believes in the continual activity of God (even if Plutarch 
envisages God as less industrious than the Stoic version). The first exegesis 
proposed by Tyndarus is that it underlines the role played by geometry in 
the intellectual ascent towards the Forms. Florus proposes that humans, 
rather than the Demiurge, have need of geometry. Lycurgus raises an inter- 
esting point on arithmetical proportion (719b): ‘For he teaches that justice 
is equal (for all) but it is not necessary to consider equality justice.’ For 
Lycurgus, the Demiurge preserves a sort of meritocracy by determining 
the principle of law by the principle of proportion (yewpetpiKas, 719¢). 
5° Ferrari: 1995b * Quaestiones Convivales 636c % De Iside 373 


3 This is a further way in which the activity of the Demiurge is comparable with the activity of a 
legislator. 
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Autobulus’ response is the most valuable, as he claims that without geome- 
try the Demiurge would have no other means of regulating the universe (a 
point touched on above within the context of the sexual sterility of Osiris.) 

The Stoics, of course, do not posit recalcitrant matter, regarding it 
as completely passive. Their God, though, operates from within matter 
continuously; both the comparison of Zeus’ activity on the world to that 
of soul and body expounded by Cotta at Cicero, ND 3.92, and the image 
of his activity within matter being similar to that of semen, imply that his 
responsibility for the world is not limited solely to the generation of the 
cosmos. While Plutarch conceives demiurgic activity in geometrical terms, 
the Stoics, in defending themselves against the Epicurean charges of an 
over-industrious God, claim that this interaction is effortless, like soul’s 
influence over the limbs. The most vivid image to illustrate this effortless 
activity comes from the Platonist Galen of a bird which does not appear 
to move in air, but, in fact, is engaged in activity to preserve its position.*4 
The Stoics regard God as engaged in such continuous activity to preserve 
the cosmos. 

There is a major difference between both accounts of regulatory activ- 
ity: in Plutarch’s case, the Demiurge is continuously combating matter’s 
natural tendency towards disorder. In the case of the Stoics, the world is 
continuously in decline: in a passage quoted by Plutarch we learn that “Zeus 
continues to grow until he has used up everything on himself.’ Despite 
God’s interaction within matter, the Stoic position is that the cosmos is 
in continual decline. This leaves the Stoics with the problem of divine 
inactivity: what is God actually doing during the conflagration? If God 
is to be identified with fire, we might suggest that he is still active and 
involved in cosmic dissolution. Such a claim would be unthinkable from 
a Platonic position: the Demiurge does not allow the dissolution of what 
has been well put together. Seneca, however, claims that divine activity is 
suspended during e&pyrosis.°° According to Philo of Alexandria, Boethus 
and Panaetius abandoned belief in ekpyrosis on such grounds and attributes 
the following argument to “Boethus and his school’: 


And if, as they say, everything will be burnt up, what will God do during this 
period? Will he do absolutely nothing? That is the most likely conclusion. 
For now he supervises each thing and governs all things, just like a father, 
and if it is necessary to speak the truth, he guides and steers the universe 
in the manner of a charioteer and helmsman, the defender of the sun and 


+4 Galen, Mus. Mot. 4.462-463.10 = SVF 2.450 + LS 47k 
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moon and the planets and the fixed stars, as well as the air and the other parts 
of the cosmos and helps in so far as concerns the permanence of the whole 
and its blameless internal administration in accordance with correct reason. 
But if all things are destroyed, lack of employment and terrible inactivity 
will make his life lifeless and what can be more unnatural than this? (Philo, 
Aet. 83) 


Plato’s account of the Demiurge’s geometry is not just a comment on 
his continuous activity, but a reaffirmation of the technological image of 
the 7imaeus in opposition to the Stoics’ preference for the biological one, 
suggested by Autoboulus’ comment that geometry is God’s only mecha- 
nism for regulating the universe. Plutarch rejects the biological image of 
world-generation elsewhere. At 718a, just preceding Autoboulus’ comment, 
Plutarch, while outlining his opposition to the notion of divine filiation, 
refers explicitly to the generative account of the Timaeus: 


a&vafaped 58 1dAw adtot TAd&tovos (Tim. 28c) &kovwv tatépa Kal Trol- 
NTI Tov Te KOOMOU Kal Tv GAAwWV yEevvnTadyv Tov &yévvntov Kal a&idiov 
Gedv dvoudCovtos, ov Sia OTTEPUATOS S1TTOU yEvouevaov, GAA SE Suvauet 
tot Got Ti An yovipov apy, Ug’ tis EtaBev Kal peTéBadev, évteKdv- 
Tos... Kal oUSEV olopar Seivdy, Ei UT] TANo1d av 6 Beds Oottep AvEpwtros, 
aAW EtEpais Tlolv dais 51 ETEp~OV Kal waUoeot TpéTTEL Kal UTTOTrIETIANOL 
Belotépas yovtis TO bvnTov. 

And once again I find this confirmed by Plato himself, hearing him call the 
ungenerated and eternal God the father and maker of the cosmos and of all 
other generated things, not at all being generated through insemination, but 
the generative principle was inserted into matter by means of another power, 
rendering it passible and changeable... and I do not think it strange if God 
does not have sexual intercourse like a man but employs other contacts and 
attachments, so that he might alter mortal nature in a different manner and 
engender more divine offspring. 


At the Life of Numa wv.3, Plutarch points out that the link between man 
and God is not physical (one of substance), but intellectual (man is related 
to God by his desire to pursue the Good). There he rejects the notion of a 
human-divine union that is even partly physical, although here he seems 
prepared to consider the strange idea that a god can impregnate a woman, 
although a man cannot impregnate a goddess.*” However, this is expressed 
as an Egyptian belief, not as the view of Plutarch’s spokesman, Tyndarus. 
For Plutarch only the soul can be regarded as Spoi0s 64. This seems 


57 At the Life of Numa ww.4, Plutarch denies that man can respond to the ordering force of divinity in 
a similar manner: é&yvootor 8 6T1 TO pryvUpEvov & ulyvuToat Thy iony &vTaTrobi8wo1 Kolveviav. 
(‘But they do not perceive that both parties involved in intercourse react in an equal communion.’) 
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to be underlined by the loss of Osiris’ phallus in De Jside: it seems that 
demiurgy exists only as a noetic activity and not as a physical insemination, 
as the imagery of De Iside 373 would lead one to believe. Indeed, in his 
discussion of the nature of divine filiation at 717e-f (Quaestiones Convivales 
vill, question 1), Plutarch does not regard incorruptibility as compatible 
with physical insemination. 

This raises the question of what exactly the other contacts and attach- 
ments are, by which the Demiurge regulates the phenomenal realm. From 
Quaestiones Convivales vi11.2 it would appear that by engaging in geometry, 
the Demiurge inculcates the generative principle in matter, but should he 
ever cease from geometric activity, matter would return to disorder. In the 
De Iside, the quasi-material principle represented in the person of Isis by its 
orientation towards the Good, appears to play a role in regulating itself. At 
Quaestiones Convivales 718a—, Plutarch claims that Apis was created by the 
contact of the moon. From these divergent comments, it is possible that 
Plutarch uses the phrase ‘other contacts and attachments’ as a sort of escape 
route, but is himself not very clear on the exact nature of the demiurgic 
image which he is propounding. 

However, perhaps it is not stretching the bounds of possibility to suggest 
that Plutarch is here questioning the entire demiurgic imagery, aware of its 
value for exposition, but equally aware that God does not toil at creation 
like a craftsman. If Plutarch regards the Demiurge’s geometry as these 
‘other contacts and attachments’, he is again rejecting the biological image 
adopted by the Stoics in favour of a technological one (though representing 
God as a geometrician may be more acceptable than God as an artisan). This 
would be a neater solution, as it would take into consideration Plutarch’s 
rejection of a biological model of world-generation elsewhere (illustrated 
most graphically in the stress he lays on the loss of Osiris’ phallus). It is as if 
Plutarch is drawing attention to both models, technological and biological, 
with the ambiguous phrase ei ut) TAnoidlav 6 beds Sotrep AvOpartros, 
which might be interpreted more loosely as “God does not fabricate like a 
man’, although of course TAno1d@w is used of sexual relations. 

Autobulus’ Demiurge sets to work in a manner similar to Timaeus’; 
he first introduces numbers and proportions, then lines and contours, 
followed by surfaces and volumes (octahedrons, icosahedrons, pyramids 


8 GAN Aiytrrmioi tov 7’ At otitws Aoyxeveodal pao eragil Tis oeAtns, ‘... But the Egyptians 


say that Apis is born by contact of the moon’. However, this is explicitly stated to be an Egyptian 
position, and it is unclear what, if any, philosophical sense can be read into engendering by the 
contact of the moon. 
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and cubes) in order to produce the first elements (719c—-d). Autoboulos 
then makes an interesting point: 


2. THs Mev Ans del BiaCopevns Eis TO &Oplo TOV d&vadtval Kal peuyouvons TO 
YEouETpEIo Bal, TOU SE AOyou KaTaAaUBavoVTOS AUTTY Kal TEPIYPAPOVTOS 
Kal Siavépovtos eis iS€as Kai Siapopas, é Ov TA PUONEVA TAVTE TI yévEeolv 
Zoyev Kal cuoTaolw.(719e) 


If matter always struggles forcefully to shrink back to indeterminacy and 
escape from being arranged in a geometrical order, Reason constrains it 
and circumscribes it and apportions it in forms and species, out of which 
everything which is produced has its birth and its composition. 


Here the Demiurge is shown as continually engaging in the process of 
generating and structuring, something one would expect more from Philo 
than Plutarch, who posits a temporal creation. This could perhaps be 
explained as Osiris’ continual conflict with Typhon, but this cannot mask 
the shift in the portrayal of the quasi-material principle (Isis) here. In the 
De Iside it is attracted to the good, but here it has a predisposition towards 
evil, or at least disorder. I think that the answer to this problem can be 
found in the response of Plutarch which follows (720b): 


... 7) uév oy GAN THv UtroKeluévov &TaKTOTaTOVv éoTW, fh S iSéa THY 
TrapadseryyaTov KdAALOTOV, 6 SE Beds Tddv aitiov &piotov. éBoUAET’ ovV 
unev, ws avuoTOv TV, UTTOAITTEIV &XpTOTOV Kal ddploTOV, GAAK KOOLF|oOL 
Aoyw Kal HETP@ Kai d&p10Ud Thv pUO, Ev Tl Trolmv &k TavT@V OYOU 
Ta&v UTOKEIEVOV, Clov <t}> iS€a Kal doov tf VAN yevouEevov. 810 Toto 
TIPOPANLA Sous auUTa, Sueiv Svtov Tpitov Etroinoe Kal To1ei Kal PUAGTTEL 
81a Tavtos TO ioov TH VAN Kal Suolov TH iSéa Tov KOoHOV- 

Therefore matter is the most disorderly substrate, Form is the most beautiful 
paradigm and God is the best cause. Consequently, he wished, as far as was 
practicable, to leave nothing unlimited and indeterminate, but to order 
nature according to Reason and proportion and number, making out of all 
substances a single substrate, which contained qualities of both Form and 
matter. Having been given this problem, from these two, he made, and he 
makes a third, the cosmos, and he continually preserves it and it is equal to 
matter and it approximates to the Form. 


Here the Demiurge is ordering, but by virtue of doing that, it appears that 
he is creating a new product. The three principles Plutarch elucidates here: 
Demiurge (active cause), matter and form are those of Tim. 27b-29d. 
Book 1x deals with the aspect of destiny treated at greater length in De 
Fato, sometimes attributed to Plutarch. The problem with using De Fato 
is that it certainly is not genuine, as its author claims to have written little 


Other texts Ill 


else, but given the overlap between this work and Quaestiones 1x, | feel that 
it is legitimate to draw attention to some of the interesting points which it 
raises here. (In any case, it expresses a Middle Platonist viewpoint). Destiny 
is the action of the World-Soul, divided into three parts, corresponding to 
the three Moirai — the highest is Clotho, followed by Atropos and Lachesis, 
who receives the more celestial activities of her sisters and transmits them 
to men.” They can be viewed either as a stable element, an errant element 
and a terrestrial/sublunar element or a Supreme Providence (volition of the 
first God), a second Providence (that of the heavenly Gods) and the third 
that of the daimones (573a). The cosmos is governed by divine law, which 
has an existence outside the Demiurge, not existing as his thoughts; in 
the same way that he regulates the world by mathematical principles that 
he does not produce. This destiny still preserves independence of action 
(through Tyche and Free-Will), but has the advantage of not making the 
Demiurge responsible for the existence of evil. 


Other texts 


The Quaestiones Convivales yield more information on demiurgy than the 
more technical Quaestiones Platonicae. Here, the most relevant point raised 
is at 1002e-3a: 


Ti Strote, Thy wuxty cei TpEoBuTEPaV AtTrOpaiveoy TOU C@pATOS AiTiay TE 
This éxeivou yevécews Kal &pxtyy, THAW Onolv (Tim. 30b) otk &v yevéobar 
WuXT avev oopaTos ovdE votv &veu wuyxiis GAAG WuXtW EV Ev COO"ATI 
vouv 8 év TH wuyxF; 56€e1 yap TO cHpa Kal elvan Kai pr eiva1, cuvuTTapXOV 
Gua TH puxs] Kai YevvOuEVOV UTIO THs WuXi\s. 


Why then does he announce that the soul is always older than the body 
and the cause and starting-point of its generation and again he says (Tim. 
30b) that the soul could not have been generated without body, nor mind 
without soul, but soul in body and mind in soul? For it seems that the body 
both is and is not, if it is coexistent with soul and generated by soul. 


This passage is modelled upon Tim. 30b3-5.°° Plutarch answers the ques- 
tion at 1003, pointing out that the soul does not fabricate (5npioUpyst) 


9 Echoing Plato’s Laws 960c, Arist., De Mundo 40b14. 
60 |. vot 8 ow Xwpis wuxtis &SUvaTov Tapayevéodal To. 51a 87) TOV Aoyloyov TOVvSe vouv pev ev 
wuxt, wuxty & év copati ouviotas TO TaV OUVETEKTaivETo, Stras 671 KAAAIOTOV Ein KATA PUCIV 


G&piotov te Epyov arEIpyaouevos. 
“...and it is not possible that mind belongs to anything except soul. For on account of this 


reasoning, He put together mind in soul and soul in body, as he was fabricating the world, in order 
that work he was accomplishing might be in its nature the fairest and best.’ 
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the nature of body out of itself or out of what is non-existent, but con- 
verts a disorderly body into an orderly one. For Plutarch, this helps to 
explain how amorphous and indefinite matter (* &yopgos BAN Kai &dpic- 
tos, 1003b) acquires form and a specific disposition (81&6¢o1s) through the 
interaction of soul upon it. Plutarch may infer this from the description of 
the Demiurge putting the soul into the body of the cosmos. 

Some further light can be thrown on the issue of demiurgic causality by 
turning to De E. Of the seven possible interpretations of the symbolism 
behind the E at Delphi, only the response of Ammonius, since it deals with 
the most elevated issues, need concern us here (De EF 392a—-b): 


hpiv yev yap dvtos Tot eivar peTeoTIv OUBEv, GAAK TOA BvNTI] PUots év 
METH YEVEDEWS Kal PPOPGS YEvoUEVT PAOUG TIAPEXE! Kal SOKNoI auUSpav 
Kal &BEBarov autijs- 

We do not participate in Real Being, but all mortal nature, being ranked 
between generation and destruction, supplies itself an obscure and incon- 
stant appearance and apparition. 


Ammonius draws the Platonic distinction between Being and Becoming, 
before going on to expound the continual temporal generation at 392d.°' 
This, like Quaestiones Convivales 719d, posits a continually active Demi- 
urge, similar to Plato, and at odds with the passivity of Osiris. Ammonius 
describes Real Being at 392e: 


ti oUv dvtws dv éoT1; TO GiSiov Kal &yévnTov Kal Apbaptov, © xpdvos 
vETABOAT OUSE Els ETICryEL. KIVTTOV YP TI Kal KIVOULEVT] OULQaVTaCoLEVOV 
UAN Kai Pov Gel Kai UT) OTEyYOV, HoTrEp cyyEiov PFopds Kal yevéoews, 6 
XpPOvos: 

What is Real Being? The eternal and ungenerated and indestructible, which 
do not undergo change in time. For time is in motion and is to be imagined 
along with matter and it is in constant flux and unrestrained, so that it is 
like the vessel of generation and destruction. 


Plutarch here places the Demiurge beyond the reach of the evil principle. As 
has previously been illustrated, the evil principle is not equal in power to the 
Demiurge. By Real Being, Plutarch must be referring to the transcendent 
Logos represented in the De Iside by the soul of Osiris, rather than the 
immanent Adyos represented by his body, which is subject to Time. 

ct uével 8” oUSels OVS’ Zot Els, GAAG yryvouEeba TrOAAOl, Trepi Ev TL PaVTAOUE Kal KoIVoV EKYayeETov 
VANS TEPIEAAUVOLEVTS Kal CAIoBavouvons. 


‘No one continues or stays the same, but we are many beings, and around us is a common appearance 
and an impression of matter moves around and glides along.’ 
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Some interesting points can be gleaned from De Animae Procreatione, which 
along with Quaestiones Platonicae, is the only surviving exegetical treatise of 
Plutarch. However, as Cherniss comments on Plutarch’s supposedly literal 
interpretation of the Timaeus: ‘his motive was not strict fidelity to Plato’s 
words, but concern to enlist Plato’s authority for the proposition that the 
universe was brought into being by God’.®? As Cherniss also points out, 
there is little in the treatise that is original and it is interesting mainly due 
to information which it provides on earlier treatments of the Timaeus.° 
Although De. An. Proc. is an &vaypagn Plutarch composed in response to 
his son’s request that he synthesise what he had said frequently on the soul 
(and therefore can be taken as evidence of his carefully considered position 
on the matter), it only deals with Tim. 35a1-36bs5. De Iside, by contrast, 
displays greater breadth and scope in dealing with the metaphysical matters 
addressed by the Timaeus. 

Extensive lists of the distortions of Plato’s thought created by Plutarch 
have been compiled by both Cherniss®* and Hershbell.°° For example, 
Plutarch’s quotations tend to be inaccurate (but this is probably due to the 
fact that he reproduced a text that differs from ours). At 1012b-c, Plutarch 
adapts Stat. 273b4—6, but omits the preceding TO cwpatoeibés Tis oUy- 
Kpdoees which would undermine his interpretation.°° At 1024c¢ Plutarch 
equates yapa (Receptacle) with dAn (matter). At 1014b—c and 1016d-1017A, 
he identifies xapa with ‘precosmic’ chaos. At 1o15d—e, Plutarch inverts the 
situation, equating JAN with yapa: 6 yap TAdtewv untépa pév Kal TION YnV 
KoAsi Thy UAnv, aitiav S€ Kako Thy Kivyntikiy Tis Ans. (“For Plato calls 
matter the mother and nurse and he calls the motion of matter the cause of 
evil’), ignoring the fact that Plato actually calls the Receptacle Mother and 
Nurse. Cherniss and Hershbell both censure Plutarch for this wilful dis- 
tortion of Plato’s thought. Yet Plutarch synthesised An and ywpa into the 
Receptacle-matter represented by Isis and so for him they both represent 
the same thing (as they did for other Platonists, as a result of Aristotelian 
influence). Indeed, identification between the two is justifiable in terms of 
the 7imaeus text, as has been noted above. 

Plutarch has been severely criticised for his reading of the Timaeus at 
De An. Proc. to12b-c. Plutarch, quoting from Tim. 35a-b states: tf\s Te 
Tavtot pucEws av Tép1 Kal Tis TOU ETEpOU Kal KATA TAUTH CUvéOTNOEV 


& Cherniss: 1976, 146 6 Cherniss: 1976, 135 64 Cherniss: 1976 65 Hershbell: 1992 
66 Te. Plutarch omits ‘on account of the corporeal element in its composition’ in a passage outlining 
the reason for the disorder in the cosmos. 
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év ugow TOU TayEpous avTIy Kal To KaTa TX THPaTa HEpioToU. There 
are several variations here between Plutarch’s text and the standard reading 
of the Timaeus, the most problematic of which is adtiy for adta&v. ath 
is incompatible with the standard interpretation of ‘in the case of the nature 
of the same and the different, according to the same principle he made a 
compound intermediate between that which is indivisible and that which 
is divisible in bodies’. This implies that for sameness and for difference, 
the divisible and indivisible kinds are mixed together. Plutarch’s reading is 
‘and as far as concerns the nature of sameness and that of difference, he 
compounded it in this manner, in the middle, out of the indivisible and 
what is divisible among bodies’. 

Opsomer provides an extensive analysis of the matter, which I shall just 
trace over briefly.’ Essentially, Plutarch interprets the soul as the mixture 
of sameness, difference and the blend of divisible and indivisible being. 
As indivisible being for Plutarch represents the intelligible, the realm of 
the Demiurge, this is how Plutarch is led to claim that something of the 
Demiurge is imparted to soul (cf Quaest. Plat. 11.1001c). At 1014-17, it 
is clear that Plutarch’s idea of world-generation is different from that of 
creatio ex nihilo. The Demiurge creates the cosmos from é&pxai (precosmic 
principles consisting of disorganised corporeality (16 o@potiKdv) and irra- 
tional motivity (td Kiwntikév)). This principle combines the ‘infinitude’ 
(atreipix) of the Philebus, the ‘Necessity’ (&vayxn) of Tim. 52d, with the 
disorderly soul of Laws x. Although the Demiurge of the Timaeus creates 
soul (even though he regulates matter), and Plutarch is generally thought 
of as favouring a literal reading of the Timaeus, Plutarch’s Demiurge only 
regulates soul by combining it with vows. 

At 1o14d-e and rorse, Plutarch disregards the fact that in the Laws, 
Plato does not refer to the evil aspect of soul as precosmic to beneficial 
soul, but describes it as coeval with good souls. Given Plutarch’s marked 
dualistic tendencies, this might appear to be an acceptable manoeuvre. But 
at 1023c, Plutarch argues that the Demiurge’s relationship to soul is that of 
producer to product. Since the Demiurge introduces vots, which is a part 
of the Demiurge, the soul is akin to God, rather than his finished product. 
This makes the indivisible being of the Timaeus practically identical to 
the Demiurge.® If the ungenerated universe is coeval with soul (1013e-f), 
this neither provides strong evidence that God exists or any reason for 
his existence, when the Demiurge’s existence requires that the soul of the 


& Opsomer: 2004, passim 68 Cherniss: 1976, 142 
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universe has its beginning prior to that of the corporeal cosmos.°? He does 
also refer, at Quaest. Plat., 1001Cc, to the soul as not just the product, but a 
part of God (ovx Epyov éoti Tot G00 udvov GANG Kai Epos). 

This is all in accordance with Plutarch’s views that soul exists and is 
capable of causing motion, prior to the addition of harmony and order 
by the Demiurge (clearly an attitude taken directly from the pages of the 
Timaeus), but the motion that it caused was disorderly. To this extent it 
is a cause of evil (cf 1027a). The Demiurge’s great contribution is to bind 
sameness and difference by means of the intermediate terms of indivisible 
and divisible and to use this ordered soul to transmit harmony lower down 
the ontological scale. 


Conclusion 


Plutarch’s most distinctive doctrines, his dualism and his belief in tem- 
poral world-generation contrary to the majority of Platonic interpreters, 
such as Speusippus, Xenocrates and Crantor, shapes his understanding of 
the mechanics of demiurgy, as can be seen from De Iside et Osiride. While 
some other passages of Plutarch indicate less originality, the fact that the 
De Iside contains his essential thoughts on this matter is illustrated by 
the confirmation provided by certain other texts. 

Plutarch’s demiurgic system owes a great deal to his attempts to extricate 
himself from many of the problems he saw encountered by Stoicism: a 
procedure which has earned him censure as an eclectic. As Dillon com- 
ments: ‘In fact there is nothing at all wrong with being “eclectic” if that 
means simply that one is prepared to adopt a good formulation, or a 
valid line of argument, from a rival school or individual and adjust one’s 
philosophical position accordingly. In this sense, most of the great philoso- 
phers are eclectics, and eclecticism is a mark of acuteness and originality as 
opposed to narrow-minded sectarianism.’”° Plutarch should be viewed as 
an original ‘thinker’ (although perhaps ‘philosopher’ would be stretching 
the point), who adapted ideas from rival schools and was even prepared 
to distort Plato’s thought to produce a modified version of demiurgic 
causality, which resolved the problem of evil. His skill in doing this, as 
well as the open-mindedness he displayed in his cross-cultural project, De 
Iside, which investigated two traditions, Egyptian and Greek, in order to 
identify a universal truth, has not perhaps been adequately appreciated. 


69 Cherniss: 1976, 148 7° Dillon: 1988b, 103 
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Plutarch was very much in the vanguard of attempts to use the Timaeus 
as the philosophical subtext which could unlock the meaning of the 
generational/creational accounts of other religious/intellectual traditions, 
such as can be observed in Philo, as well as the Gnostic, Hermetic and 
Christian traditions. 

Plutarch’s opposition to the Stoics appears to be not just philosophical, 
but also religious. He is typical of the objection to Stoic theological belief 
found amongst the Platonists and Peripatetics. The Stoics degrade God, 
from Plutarch’s point of view, in their representation of him as immanent. 
They lay themselves open to the charge of failing to distinguish between 
both of their metaphysical principles: if God is active within matter, where 
does God end and matter begin? The Stoics are frequently represented 
as materialists. This is not entirely accurate. If God works on matter in 
a manner similar to semen than the Stoics are vitalists, not materialists. 
While this biological image can claim a Timaean pedigree, Plutarch rejects 
it in favour of the technological image of demiurgy. From a Platonic per- 
spective, their logic also appears weak and attacking it is one of Plutarch’s 
favoured polemical techniques. Much of his opposition to his Stoic oppo- 
nents concentrates on what he views as their attribution of the origin of evil 
to God, and for a pious dualist of the Platonist persuasion, like Plutarch, 
that is just a step too far. 


CHAPTER § 


A simplified understanding of God 
Maximus of Tyre 


Introduction 


Maximus of Tyre, usually rather disparagingly termed a Halbphilosoph or 
a ‘sophist’ rather than a philosopher, still deserves closer attention than is 
generally paid to him. It is his lack of originality which renders him useful in 
trying to form an impression of the current of second-century philosophical 
thought. Maximus’ forty-one orations tend to focus on practical morality, 
although some have a bearing on theology. Unfortunately, Maximus treats 
the problem of demiurgy (and indeed practically every other philosophical 
problem that he encounters) in a superficial way. Modern scholarship on 
Maximus has tended to focus on emendation of the text (notably by Trapp 
and Renehan), or on attempts to locate Maximus within the current of 
Middle Platonism. Puiggali’s magisterial study provides a comprehensive 
survey of Maximus’ orations themselves and reveals how fruitful a detailed 
investigation of the writings of this Halbphilosoph can be. 

As a result of the nature of his philosophical oeuvre (introductory lec- 
tures to students of philosophy), he does not provide a detailed analysis 
of the problems of the Timaeus, but only some standardised interpreta- 
tions of certain points of Platonist metaphysics. His influence upon the 
development of the Demiurge does not appear to have been particularly 
great, though he does present some noteworthy imagery (such as the com- 
parison of causality to machinery). He was interested in factors limiting 
the influence of the Demiurge (such as Fortune), but his main stance is 
a moralising and antisectarian one. Once God receives his appropriate 
honours, fine theological distinctions pale in comparison. 

Maximus propounds the standard conception of a Demiurge who 
engages in noetic activity in order to stabilise the universe and considers 
the origin of evil, where he adopts formulations that appear close to Stoic 


The titles of works referred to in this chapter do not originate with Maximus himself and are therefore 
sometimes misleading. 
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thought. Maximus also concerns himself equally with how the Demiurge 
continually cares for or administers the cosmos, as well as the generative 
act itself. Perhaps because of his personal religious views, he stresses divine 
transcendence (through his articulation of the power of Zeus’ ‘nod’ or 
divine assent). Maximus, in general, does not consider how the mechan- 
ics of demiurgy function, although he does consider how a continuous 
ontological link can be formed from the Demiurge to mankind through 
the daimones. One of his most interesting insights is the deeply-allusive 
reference to Anaximander’s philosophy through the medium of the mar- 
riage of Zeus and Chthonie as a metaphor for the principle of harmony. 
(The story itself, as it appears in Maximus, derives from Pherecydes.) For 
Maximus, the Demiurge is the supreme god, though he stresses the unity 
of the divine, regarding various deities as functioning in association with 
one another, while they may have their own alloted spheres. Though Max- 
imus speculates regarding the limits which Necessity imposes upon the 
Demiurge during world-generation, as well as during his continual gover- 
nance of the cosmos, he mainly expounds the metaphysics of the Timaeus 
in an engaging literary fashion, rather than developing the philosophical 
issues involved. 


Oration 11 


Oration 11: tis 6 Beds KaTa TA&tava, “What is God according to Plato?’ is 
an account of the opinions which Maximus believed that Plato held con- 
cerning the divinity. God is portrayed as a supreme, transcendent intellect. 
One cannot really hope for a critical analysis of the Platonic Demiurge 
from Maximus’ opening statement, where he asserts that only a fool would 
advance an opinion when even Plato, despite his eloquence, was unable to 
compose a convincing account of God. §5 expresses a belief in a demiur- 
gic God who rules assisted by subordinates. The only noteworthy point 
here is at 11.5.89—-90 that everything is the handiwork of God (though this 
comment is represented as an exclamation of the soul as it longs for the 
craftsman). Interestingly, Maximus does not refer to his Craftsman-god as 
the Demiurge at this point, but as texvitngs (artisan). 

Maximus’ aim here is not a detailed explanation of the divine nature, but 
rather an attack on agnostic or atheistic philosophical theories. Like Plato 
in the Timaeus, Maximus opposes the mechanistic view of the atomists, 
and claims that they still speak of God even without wanting to; although 
Leucippus removed his goodness and Democritus added the notion of 
‘community of sensation’. The same is true for Strato, with his attempts 
to alter God’s nature, Epicurus who allows his god (or really gods) to feel 
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pleasure and it is the case even for the agnostic Protagoras or Diagoras who 
denied God’s very existence. 

It is typical of Maximus to adopt a moralising stance, perhaps less in 
order to avoid engaging in serious philosophical inquiry than from his 
conviction that belief in God is what matters, rather than the refinements 
of various metaphysical schemes. However, at §8, he tries to locate God’s 
position in the cosmos, placing him in the suprasensible world, before 
discussing the activities of actualised and potential Intellects. Here there is 
a textual complication: 


.. GAAG Kal évtatiBa Siaputy (Shorey Siagfi R) 6p&- tod yap vot 6 pév 
VoEiv TEMUKEV, Kal UT] VOdV, 6 SE Kal voet- AAG Kal OUTOS OUTIO TEAELOS, 
&v pt) TpooGf\s aUTH TO Kal vosiv del Kal TaVTE voetv Kal ut) GAAoTE GAAG: 
ote ein av évteAgotatos 6 vodv Gel Kal TaVTA Kal Gua. 

... but I see that there is a distinction here, for there is one kind of mind that 
by its nature is capable of thinking, although it does not think, and another 
kind which thinks. But this mind is not perfect, unless you attribute to it 
thinking eternally and thinking all things and not thinking in a different 
manner at different times, so that the most complete mind thinks all things, 
both eternally and simultaneously. (11.8.186—91) 


I have opted for Trapp’s reading 6 8é Kai voei (‘and another kind (of mind) 
which thinks’), rather than the manuscript reading of 6 5& Kai TépuKEV 
(‘and has the natural capacity’). Both Heinsius and the corrector of Harl 
(possibly Janus Lascarius) observed a problem here with the readings Kai 
<voei Kai> trépuKev (Heinsius, ‘both actually thinks and has the natural 
capacity’) and Kai tépuKev <Kai voei> (Harl. 5760) post corr. (‘both has 
the natural capacity and actually thinks’). 

Trapp observed that light can be shed on the problem by a similar 
passage, Chapter 10 of the Didaskalikos of Alcinous (itself probably deriv- 
ing from the doxographic work of Arius Didymus: étrei 8€ wuxfis vous 
&ueiveov, vod Tot év Suvduer 6 KaT’ évépyeiav TaVTA vod Kal Gua Kal 
&ei: ‘Since intellect is superior to soul and superior to potential intellect 
there is actualised Intellect which cognises everything simultaneously and 
eternally (Didasc. 10.2, trans. Dillon). The distinction between a potential 
and actualised Intellect was ultimately Aristotelian, but is a standard part 
of Middle Platonist theology, which Trapp observes is likely to be found 
here, as the passage evinces a ‘more than usual dependance upon scholastic 
material’.' As Trapp’s reading actually develops a pointed statement, it is 
the one which I follow here. The passage highlights the Platonic perception 
of demiurgy as noetic activity. Maximus draws a further distinction: “Yet 


' Trapp: 1991, 569 
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even this latter does not yet rank as perfect intellect, unless you add to 
it the further properties of thinking eternally and thinking all things and 
not thinking differently at different times. Thus the most perfect form of 
intellect is that which thinks all things for ever and at the same time.’ 

Maximus here seems to be close to Berkeley’s view that all objects have 
a continuous existence in the mind of God. God thinking eternally the 
same things seems to posit a continual noetic creation. This may be seen 
as straining the text, but in the introduction to this section, Maximus 
questions ‘For what being can be stable, if God does not touch it lightly?’ 
(11.8.165—7), which seems to indicate his belief in the Demiurge’s ordering 
of the cosmos in this manner. 


Conflicting concepts of the Demiurge in Maximus 


A much more promising oration for present purposes is Oration 41: tot 
feot Ta Kyab& TrolotvTos, TObeV Ta KaKad, “Good being the work of 
God, from where does evil come?’ In this attempt to solve the problem 
of evil, Maximus expresses certain interesting comments concerning the 
mechanics of demiurgy. He adopts a Stoicising attitude — after absolving 
the gods from responsibility for evil, he claims that evil either results from 
alterations to matter or from human freedom of choice. This echoes his 
stance at Oration 2, in which he elegantly expresses a platitude concerning 
the manner in which the demiurgic intellect pervades the universe. The 
demiurgic intellect is like the sun’s light simultaneously embracing all parts 
of the earth and ordering it. Human intelligence, by contrast, resembles 
the daily passage of the sun; it gradually passes over each individual point 
of the earth in turn. 

In Oration 41, Maximus then draws the commonplace Platonic dis- 
tinction between the suprasensible and sublunar realms. In an argu- 
ment familiar from the Timaeus, Maximus states that the suprasensible 
realm is insulated from evil, while the sublunar realm possesses good, 
which flows down to it from above, although it also possesses evils as 
a result of its own inherent imperfections (€& avtoguots yox@npias).* 
Maximus distinguishes between two kinds of imperfections: the modi- 
fication of physical matter (Ans 1&O0s) and the freedom of the soul 
(wuxfis €Eoucia). Maximus combines both of the traditional explanations 
for the existence of evil: the inherent evil of matter and human free will. 


* Oration 41.4.109-13 
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There appears to be a process of emanation by which the lower realm 
receives necessary goods, indicating that the Demiurge continues to care 
for the sublunar realm, though it is not stated expressly here.’ The notion 
that the earth is a blend of good and evil echoes Plato’s portrayal of the 
cosmos as a blend of Reason and Necessity. Maximus’ view of the inherent 
imperfections of the cosmos still parallels Plato’s view that the cosmos is the 
best type that can exist. But what is particularly noteworthy is Maximus’ 
explanation of physical evil: (Ans 1é&8os. It was common for second-century 
Platonists to oppose God, the source of Good, and recalcitrant matter, the 
source of evil. As Simone Pétrement comments “Au second siecle apres Jésus- 
Christ, les platoniciens sont nettement dualistes: Plutarque, Maxime de Tyr, 
Atticus, Hermogéne, Celse, Numénius d’ Apamée, Cronius, Harpocration 
opposent profondément Dieu a la matiére au point que la plupart dentre eux 
font de celle-ci le principe du mal.* 

The problem is that Maximus here does not speak of matter as being 
responsible for evil, but rather the modifications which matter undergoes 
to create the cosmos; a Stoic turn of phrase. Maximus is not dualist in 
the same sense as certain other Platonists, who view world-generation as 
an ongoing conflict between the Demiurge and matter; or indeed in the 
manner of Plutarch and Numenius, who posit an evil or an irrational 
soul as a third principle. Maximus is only dualist in the sense that like all 
Platonists, he draws a sharp distinction between the intelligible world and 
the realm of phenomena.* 

The difficulty with Maximus’ Stoic formulation here is that he is still 
preserving the Platonic transcendent divinity, while the Stoic explanation 
of evil operates in the context of a monistic system, with God and matter 
perpetually united. Admittedly, other Platonists during this period also 
adopted the Stoic formulation. Regarding the existence of evil as a by- 
product of the creation of the cosmos still makes the Demiurge responsible 
for evil, although Maximus does not seem to think that this is the case. 
After all, an industrialist is still responsible for harmful by-products, even 
though the end product of the process may be valuable: 


TAnv dp&s UtroBePANEVV SyuLoupyd cya, Ts TO yEV KoouNsEV KEI 
Tropa Tis Texvns, ei SE TL &KpaTas EauTdv Ta ev yi] ExovTAa TaOoXEl 
TIANMUEAES, AvaiTIOV Ho! Ti TEXVTV TIPE: BoUANoIs yap oUdSeuia TeEXvI- 
Tou GTExvos, OUSE yap vouobEToU GdiKos: 6 BE Oeiog vos avopatTrivns 


3 Te piv &yabd ErippuTa ék Ths Etépas. (‘the goods flow down to it from the other’ [realm = 


heaven]). 
4 Pétrement: 1947, 11 > Puiggali: 1983, 315 
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TEXVTIS EVOTOXWTEPOS. KAPdTrEP OUV év Tas TOV Texvdv xElpoupyiais TH 
uev tf TEXVT]) TPOTNYyYOULEVWS Spa, OTOXACOMEVN TOU TEAOUS, TH SE EtreTOI 
TH XElpoupyia, ov Téxvns Epya GAA’ BANs TAO, oTTIVEFipés Te EE &KYOVOS 
Kal ék Bavvou aifadadcels, Kal GAAO && GAANs TraBos, dvayKaiov pEV TH} 
épyaoia, ov TpOTyoULEVoY SE TH TexviTy: OUTWs GUEAEl Kai Sow TrEpl yijv 
TAO yiveTar, as KAAOTYEV KAKdV avopwtriveov EUBoAds, EvTatba Tynteov 
&vaitiov {kai} thy Téxvny, elvan SE Tavita THs TOU SAou SqULoupyias otrep 
TIvas avayKaias Kal ETTOMEVAS PUOEIS. & SE HEIs KAAOTLEV KaKa Kal PFopas, 
Kal ég’ois 6Supdyesa, Tatta 6 texvitns KaAEi cwTNpiav Tot SAou- 

You see matter which has been subjected to a good Demiurge, and it has 
been ordered in accordance with his craftsmanship, but if there is anything 
disorderly and disharmonious upon the earth, I suppose that the craft is 
blameless. For no craftsman has a desire that is contrary to his craft, for a 
lawgiver does not desire what is unjust, and the divine mind has a steadier 
aim than the art of man. Just as in practising the crafts, the craft produces 
some things directly, striving after its goals and other things follow its 
practice, not as the word of the craft, but as affectations of matter, just 
like sparks from an anvil or clouds of sooty smoke from the furnace and 
other affectations from other things, which necessarily arise from the work, 
but which the craftsman does not directly produce. No different are the 
affectations on the earth, which we call attacks of human evil. Here it is 
necessary that we suppose that the craft is without blame and are natural 
and necessary consequences of the demiurgy of the whole. What we call evil 
and destruction and what we cry over, the craftsman calls the conservation 
of the whole. (41.4.114-31) 


I have quoted this passage at length as it is one of Maximus’ most detailed 
discussions of demiurgic causality. Maximus is evidently alluding to the 
Aristotelian concept of accidental causation.° Here the demiurgic image 
is developed at the expense of philosophical coherence; if the Demiurge 
really creates the cosmos in the same manner as a blacksmith works, he 
would cease to be a transcendent divinity. The comparison of the Demiurge 
with the lawmaker is perhaps more apt, placing him in the position of a 
regulator, rather than a creator, although it is a Platonic commonplace. 
Maximus indicates that there are restrictions on the Demiurge when he 
creates the universe, although unlike many other philosophers, he is reticent 
as to what exactly these are. 

Fortunately, Maximus elaborates on why exactly the Demiurge is not to 
be blamed for the production (albeit indirect) of evil ($4) by regarding it 
as preservation of the whole: ‘for he is concerned for the whole and it is 
necessary that the part suffers for the benefit of the whole’. For Maximus, 


6 Cf ps.-Alex., Mantissa p. 17ff- 
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evil does not exist on the physical plane; its existence is merely a human 
perception. In fact, these so-called evils are useful, necessary as they are 
for the preservation of the cosmos as a whole. This is a typically Platonist 
stance; God orders on a macrocosmic level, but there is no real belief in 
theodicy for the individual (though see the discussion below). Physical 
evil is a human conception, because men are unable to comprehend the 
intentions of the divinity. This idea of minor unpleasantness resulting from 
generative activity had been previously adopted by other Platonists’ and 
can be justified by reference to Plato (Laws x.903b), but it is ultimately 
Stoic.® 

The demiurgic image above contrasts sharply with a parallel account 
of demiurgic causality, which exists in the same sermon, in which the 
universe takes form in response to Zeus’ veda (nod or divine assent).? For 
Maximus, the Demiurge’s vetya is a sign of his power. World-generation 
takes place merely by his assenting to it. This also helps to preserve his status 
as a transcendent deity and to insulate him from matter. Incidentally, 
matter in Maximus’ conception here must be inert or actually desire to 
be ordered. Here also, no mention is made of any force opposing the 
Demiurge during the act of world-generation. Unfortunately, one cannot 
avoid reading this passage without the same feeling of disappointment that 
one experienced upon encountering Plutarch’s view that the Demiurge 
generates the universe ‘by other contacts and attachments’. In both cases it 
seems to provide an escape route that is a little too convenient. Maximus’ 
description of Zeus’ nod allows him to preserve the dignity of his chief 
divinity, but it also absolves him from having to engage in any serious 
philosophical enquiry on how the Demiurge operates on matter or orders 
it. 

Apart from seeming to abandon the (Stoicising) Platonist conception of 
matter as an independent or quasi-independent principle here, Maximus 
also makes no mention of the World-Soul or how he perceives that it 
should operate within his system; it seems that the divine intelligence of 
Zeus’ veUpa is enough to pervade the cosmos."° 

This image of Zeus’ veGpo is used also in Oration 4, when Maximus is 
considering the accounts of the gods produced by poets and philosophers. 


7 Phil., Prov. (Armenian tr.) 100, 102,104, Aurelius, 6.36, 7.75 

8 E.g. SVF 2. 1170 2 Oration 41.2.51-4 

‘© The importance of the divine vetyo as an illustration of the authority of Zeus is exhibited also by 
Atticus at Eusebius, Pr. Ev. xv.4.9: ob ToAwaype_tov, STTI KEV OUTOS TH KEpaAt Etrivevon: ‘(Zeus’ 
promise) will not be taken back, ifhe has confirmed it with a nod of his head’, Ps.-Justin, Ch. 23 and 
Stobaeus Flor, 11.1.2 (= 11.430.1-2H). Puiggali: 1983, 185, quoting from Homer, //. 1.526-7. 
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Zeus nodding his assent is responsible for regulating the cosmos: earth, 
sea, air and fire all remain within their assigned bounds as a result of it, 
rather like the demiurgic activity of the Timaeus. The revolution of the 
heavens, the birth of the animals and the growth of trees are likewise 
aspects of world-generation examined in the Timaeus. Zeus’ vetya also 
regulates human interaction: ‘human virtue and human happiness are 
likewise products of Zeus’ nod of assent’. 

Here again, though the Demiurge is not really involved in creating or 
indeed in ordering; all he has to do is assent to world-generation and 
matters, or rather matter, takes care of itself. This is underlined by the 
reference to human virtue as equally the product of Zeus’ nod of assent. 
At Oration 5.8.193—-5, Maximus considers Socrates prayer to the gods in the 
context of human virtue as a divine gift. Socrates’ virtue and blameless life 
might be T& @aupaotd Spa, Ta Heois S0T&, ‘amazing divine gifts’, but he 
receives them from the gods, not on account of his prayer, but on his own 
account (trap’ ~auTow). It is as if Socrates appeals to God to allow him 
to be virtuous, but promises himself to take care of it. In Maximus’ view, 
everything appears to regulate itself to some degree, although perhaps the 
veda of Zeus is more than just an assent, but rather the initial impetus 
required to start the process of world-generation, followed by a less active 
role where the Demiurge engages in continual production ‘by thinking the 
same things’. 


Limits imposed upon the Demiurge 


Maximus frequently alludes to the limits placed upon demiurgy by external 
factors. For example at Oration 13 (8.163—7), he considers the principle 
of Necessity. Maximus finds it difficult to define (or name: évoydoan) 
this principle and considers whether it should be equated with destiny, 
although this does not help to clarify its nature (pwois) or essence (ovcia). 
Unfortunately, Maximus shies away from any attempt to investigate the 
principle of Necessity and indulges instead in Homeric quotation and 
moralising. People, like Elpenor, who claim to have been led astray by the 
gods are simply trying to evade their moral responsibility." 

Maximus does, however, engage in a somewhat more ‘scientific’ study 
of other factors that affect the Demiurge’s relationship with the world in 
Oration 5: €i Bet eUyxeobau, "Whether One Ought to Pray’. Maximus here 
considers God’s relationship with the world. Four factors, other than the 


"Oration 13.8.167-79 
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Demiurge, play a role in causality: Providence, Destiny, Fortune/Chance 
and Science. A demarcation dispute exists between these factors and it is 
unclear what distinction Maximus intends between them. Like Oration 41, 
this provides another opportunity to absolve the Demiurge from responsi- 
bility for the existence of evil, although in that sermon also Maximus tends 
to rely more on moralising assertion than upon reasoned philosophical 
argument. ‘God does not distribute evils; they are rather the gift of chance 
coming blindly from their unreasoning source like the cheery greetings 
of drunkards.’’* Here, though, Maximus gives a brief outline of the role 
played by each of these factors: 


Kal tT) KEV TrPOVoIa BEot Epyov, T) SE eiuapyevn avaryKns, f SE TEXVN 
&vOpertrou, t Sé TUX TOU aUTOUaTOU: SiaKkeKATPwvTal SE TOUTWY EKAOTW 
ai tAai tot Biou- & Toivuy evydueba, 7 eis TPdvoIav OUVTEAET BEOt 7} Eis 
EIUAPHEVT|S GvayKny 7) Eis AvVOpaTrOU TEXVTVV 7) Eis TUXTS POPAY. 
Providence is the work of God, Destiny that of Necessity, craftsmanship the 
work of man and Fortune the work of random spontaneity and the material 
of life is allocated to one of these. What we pray for must be completed by 
the Providence of God or by fated Necessity or by the craft of man or by 
the act of Fortune. (5.4.83-7) 


Maximus adheres to the Platonist opposition to Destiny as the sole factor in 
causality, as opposed to the Stoic unification of Providence and Destiny and 
their denial of the existence of Chance." Platonist accounts can be found at 
De Fato, Didasc. 26 and De Plat. 1.12. Trapp states ‘Quite what distinction 
Maximus himself intends here and in §§4—5 between Providence and 
Destiny remains obscure’.'* However at §4, Maximus refers to Providence 
as that exercised by God on behalf of the generated world as a whole; so 
I believe that it represents demiurgic Reason. This fits with the general 
Platonic view that nature or Providence is only secondary to the causality 
of the Demiurge, caused as it is by the agents which he has created.” 
Since Destiny is explicitly said to be the work of &véyxn, it must be 
Maximus’ equivalent of the Necessity which Plato’s Demiurge has to con- 
front in the Timaeus, despite his hesitance to equate the two at 13.8.163—71. 
Perhaps, the real problem here is not the distinction between Providence 
and Destiny, but rather how Fortune and Science play a role in the act of 


° Oration 5.1.22-5; Cf. Tim. 30a. 3° Trapp: 1997; 45 4 ‘Trapp: 1997, 45 

*S For example, the Young Gods of the Tzmaeus play a role in cosmic order and might all be referred 
to under the general heading of Providence. They are, obviously, in no way a limitation on the 
activity of the Demiurge, since they owe their existence to him. For Platonist views on Providence 
and their relationship with Stoic doctrines, see Boys-Stones: 2007. 
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world-generation, along with the two original factors (Reason and Neces- 
sity) found in the Timaeus. Maximus lack of interest in the more technical 
aspects of metaphysics appears in the statement that the raw material 
(ai GAat could equally be applied to matter, although the use of the plural 
creates a certain degree of ambivalence) is allocated to one of the four fac- 
tors, but Maximus is not overly interested in which one. Furthermore, who 
or what exactly does the allocating? Another problem exists concerning the 
precise nature of eiuapyévns aveyKn. How exactly is Necessity destined? 
Presumably in the same sense as in Plato’s Timaeus; certain features can- 
not of necessity be combined by the Demiurge in the production of the 
phenomenal realm and so in this manner &véyxn is preordained. 

Maximus, like Plato, stresses that the Demiurge, not just in the act 
of world-generation, but even in his theodicy, is bound by Necessity, 
discussing the famous example of Zeus being forced to consent to the 
death of his son, Sarpedon, at the hands of Patroclus (J/. 16.433—4). In fact, 
in the parallel that Maximus uses, Zeus was capable of overruling Fate, 
but chose not to do so, as the other gods would have disapproved. I think 
that Maximus’ suppression of this aspect is deliberate, not an oversight, 
since introducing this point would vitiate the efficacy of this allegory; the 
Demiurge cannot go against the dictates of Necessity. In Maximus’ second 
example, from //. 18.54, when Thetis laments the impending death of her 
son, she is suffering as the result of Achilles’ free choice (to die a glorious 
death). Admittedly, in both cases Maximus is discussing Providence within 
the context of its influence over human lives, rather than any role it may 
play in world-generation. However, the example of Zeus is indicative of 
how Maximus conceptualises the interrelation between God/the Demiurge 
and factors which limit his activity. 

Maximus goes on to describe Fortune, but ina manner that is particularly 
vague and so it is difficult to work out what kind of restriction this could 
impose upon the Demiurge: 


GAN’ OUSE Ev TOIS KATH Thy TUXNY EUKTEOV, Kal TIOAY USAAOV éEvTatba ovK 
EUKTEOV: OUSE yap avonTw SuvaoTn SicAeKTéov, EvGa ov BouAEUUA OUSE 
Kplo1s OUSE SpyT] CH@PPaY OiKOVOLUET THY &EXTYV, GAAG Spy] Kal Popa Kal 
GAoyor Speers Kai EUTIANKTOL Opual Kai éT1BULIdV Siadoyai. ToIoUTOV 7 
TUyN, GAoyov, EUTIANKTOV, &trPOOpaTov, &vT\KOov, &yavTEeUTOV, Evpitrou 
Siknv LETAPPEOV, TTEPIPEPOLEVOV, Kal OUSEMIGS avEeXouEvov KUPEPVT|TOU 
TEXVNS. Ti dv OV TIS EUEAITO KOTATO YPTIUATI Kal AvotTTH Kal coTABUT|TO 
Kal &uiKTa; 


But it is not possible to pray about matters governed by Fortune and it is no 
more possible to pray in this case (than in other cases). For it is not possible 
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to talk to an irrational tyrant, where there is no planning or judgement or 
temperate impulses and where power is wielded by anger and rapid motion 
and irrational impluses and capricious drives and successions of desire. This 
is what Fortune is: irrational, capricious, without precedent, incapable of 
hearing, unforeseeable, eddying and whirling round like the current of the 
Euripus and not submitting to any art of the helmsman. Therefore what 
prayer might one make to something so unstable and irrational and unsteady 
and disharmonious? (5.6.135—44) 


This description is very loosely modelled on the description of the tyrant 
at Rep. 57taff., but it is difficult to read this passage as anything more than 
an elaborate literary flourish. It also seems that in a world produced by a 
rational Demiurge, admittedly under the constraints of Necessity, there is 
no room for an additional irrational force. Necessity already accounts for 
the irrational substratum that persists in the sublunar realm. The situation 
becomes even more confusing in the subsequent passage: 


Aoitrov 81) META Thy TUyNy ft TEXVN. Kal Tis TEKTOOV EUEETAI TEP! KaAAOUS 
&potpou, Thy TExvnv Exwv; 7) Tis UPavTNs TrEpl KaAAOUS XAavidos, TI 
TEXVTY Exo; 7) Tis KAAKEUS TrEpi K&AAOUS KoTTISOS, THY TEXVTV EXV; 7 Tis 
&ploteus Trepl eUTOAUIAs, THY dvopElay Ex av; 7] Tis &yabds TrEpi EUSiAYOVIAS, 
Thy &peTtyy Exoov; 

And after Fortune, craftsmanship remains and what carpenter, when 
he possesses craftsmanship, prays for a good plough? What weaver, when he 
possesses craftsmanship, prays for a good cloak? What coppersmith, when he 
possesses craftsmanship, prays for a good shield? What brave man prays for 
courage, when he possesses daring? What virtuous man prays for happiness, 
when he possesses virtue? (5.6.145—50) 


Trapp states that this passage underlines ‘the proper provinces of human 
enterprise and divine assistance’."° What is unclear is how human science 
can be regarded as a causal factor (in our lives) comparable to the Demiurge, 
Necessity and Fortune. Perhaps Maximus envisages that in some sense 
humanity is capable of becoming a co-producer with the Demiurge in 
a manner akin to the Christian notion of procreation. However, in the 
absence of any detailed comment from Maximus, who breaks his promise, 
by claiming that it only remains to speak of science and then failing to 
expound the topic, it is idle to speculate. 

Evidently, here Maximus is dealing with two separate problems: the 
limitations imposed upon the Demiurge during the actual process of world- 
generation, and the limitations that emerge in relation to his governance of 


1S Trapp: 1997; 48 
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the world in order to allow room for human free will. Even though it is clear 
that at Oration 5 Maximus intends to deal with the latter problem, once he 
starts to investigate the limits imposed on the Demiurge by Necessity, he 
immediately opens up the related question of the limits to the Demiurge’s 
powers during world-generation. Both problems were related by the Stoics 
in their theory that humans should become artisans of their lives, and I 
think that this is what Maximus is getting at here. 

Maximus seems to be aware that all four factors play a role in demiurgic 
causality, but he does not appear to have worked out a coherent system and 
he avoids elaborating on the manner of their interaction during the process 
of world-generation. Tlpévoia, often translated as ‘Providence’, is perhaps 
something more akin to ‘forethought’, and is possibly intended to play a 
role similar to *Evvoia in Philo’s system; an emanation of the transcendental 
God, which engages in demiurgic activity and helps to insulate Him from 
matter. At Oration 5, Maximus again points out that apparent evils only 
appear to be so: “You may call such breakings-up “destruction” but the 
true doctor knows their cause; he disregards the prayers of the parts and 
preserves the universe for his concern is of the whole’ (trans. after Trapp, 
modified).'? Maximus here adopts the Stoic formulation of God’s concern 
for the good of the whole. He does acknowledge some theodicy on a more 
individual level (xat& uépos, on the level of particulars). Maximus reiterates 
the points made concerning Socrates’ prayer: ‘. . . God’s Providence does in 
fact extend to particulars as well. But prayer is out of place there too, being 
like a patient asking his doctor for food or medicine on his own initiative: 
if it is efficacious, the doctor will give it unasked; if it is dangerous, he will 
withhold it, even when asked.’ It is unclear what restrictions Fortune and 
Necessity could possibly place upon the Demiurge, since these ‘breakings- 
up’ are in fact not evil at all and here they are even attributed to his 
Tpovoia. 

Oration 13: €i pavTiKi}s ovons, goTiv T1 ég’ Hiv, “Whether given the real- 
ity of prophecy, there is free will’, also investigates the nature of causality, 
demiurgic and otherwise, although Maximus concentrates more on the 
compatibility of prophecy with human intelligence, rather than with free 
will. This is linked with the ideas expressed in Ovation 5, since here also 
Maximus regards events in the cosmos as caused by (and therefore pre- 
dictable by) multiple factors. Maximus expresses some rather interesting 
comments on the nature of divine intellect: 


7 Oration 5.103-9 
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TO 5é Geiov SoKEl ool yivmoKelv TAVTE EEf|S, KAI TH KAA Kal Ta aioxpa, 
Kal TH TILIA KAI TA ATIVA; PELSoUaI THV PHUaTov Kal aides UE TOU BEiou 
€X€l- OEUVOV Yop T1 TO TravTa Eidévat, Kal KpIGUOV Wau Kal FaAaTTNS 
METPA, Kal Euvieval &TOTIOU AEBNTOs EwouEvou év AuBois: 

Does it seem to you that the divine knows everything in order, both the 
beautiful and the ugly, both the honourable and the shameful? I am sparing 
of words and have awe of the divine. It is venerable to know everything, 
both the number of the sands and the measure of the sea and to be aware of 
a strange cauldron boiling in Lydia. (13.3.43-7) 


Evidently, Maximus is being rather sarcastic here. I think that what under- 
lines this statement is the Stoicised notion that God or Providence focuses 
on the entire cosmos, only considering smaller parts insofar as they con- 
tribute to the whole. Yet here, Maximus appears to contradict his own 
comments at Ovation 11 that the divine intellect thinks all things simul- 
taneously and eternally. It is, however, in keeping with his conception of 
the demiurgic vetua as responsible for world-generation. If the Demiurge 
actively generated or ordered, he should have some idea of the number of 
grains of sand. It is as if by giving his veGya, he stands back and allows 
matter to order itself, rather than adopting a more active role. However, 
this stance allows Maximus to preserve the transcendent nature of the 
deity, highlighting God’s separation from the world. God is not ‘a terribly 
meddlesome busybody’."® He cares for the world as a whole, rather than 
being excessively concerned with its parts. 

There then follows a description of demiurgic causality, which is effec- 
tively a summary of the 7imaeus. God’s craftsmanship is to cause harmony 
to spread from himself through the cosmos, like the harmony of a musical 
activity. Maximus compares his activity to that of the leader of a choir 
bringing an end to the discord that exists amongst the choristers."? The 
harmony mentioned alludes to the harmonic ratios according to which the 
soul is divided in the Timaeus. The notion of a direct descent of the divine 
is to be found at De Mund. 399b15 and 400b8, although Maximus develops 
it in a Platonic direction by hinting at world-generation through ordering. 

Maximus then provides a more explicit statement concerning the 
mechanics of divine causality: 


Tis 5& 6 TpdTIOS Tis BElas TEXTS, OvOUaTI LEV EiTTETY OUK EX, Elon SE 
outils thy SUvamww é€ eixdvos tT tf ofa Sttrote T eedow vedv éovoeis éKk 
Garattns avo Kal Aibev d&ywyas UTTEepQudv kata péyebos TavtTosatrois 
EAlypois Kal &vaotpogais dpydvav- av EKAOTOV TIPdS TO TIANCIOV Ti 


8 Oration 13.3.50-3; trans. Traj 2 Oration 13.3.64—71 
PP 
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POUNV velUcuEvov, Etepov €€ ETEPOU Siadexouevov Thy aywyny, kKivel TO 
Tav- Kal TO pev SAov éxel Thy aitiav ToU ~pyou, ouveTTAauBaver Sé TI 
auTad Kal T& uépn. 

And what the nature of this divine craft is, 1 am unable to say in detail, 
but you can understand its force from this image: you have seen ships being 
dragged up out of the sea and and enormous stones being moved by the 
convolutions and whirling of machinery of all kinds. Each part dispenses 
force to the next and one part receives the impetus from another and the 
whole (machine) moves. The whole has responsibility for the task, but the 
individual parts partake in it. (13.4.71-9) 


Finally, it appears that Maximus is ready to explain the manner in which 
the Demiurge collaborates with Necessity and Fortune in the generation of 
the cosmos. These separate elements are co-responsible with the Demiurge 
for the generation of the sublunar realm. This image is similar to that of 
De Mund. 398b1-17, but here Maximus is straying away from the question 
that he had previously set out to discuss, exploring how the Demiurge 
causes events, rather than the manner in which God foresees them. Unfor- 
tunately, as is so frequently the case with Maximus, he appears to be on the 
point of providing a detailed account of demiurgic causality, before dealing 
with the matter in a superficial manner. The Demiurge is merely a part of 
the machine involved in world-generation. The image of the machine is 
similar to Aristotle’s view of causality in terms of contact between bodies; 
the efficient cause has to touch bodies lower down the chain in order to 
operate on them. This is what is going on here, although Maximus never 
elaborates on the sort of twistings or rotations that he imagines to be 
necessary for a component to transmit its impetus to the next. 

A more detailed account of how the Demiurge interacts with Fate then 
follows: 


KGAE1 Toivuy TexviTny ev TOV BEdv, Spyava SE TOUS Aoylo"OUS TOUS avOp- 
wttivous, TEXVNV Sé THY HAVTIKi OTTHoav has Etri Thy aywoyty Tis eilyap- 
uevns. ei SE GOL Kal CapEOTEPAS EIKOVOS Sei, VOEL UOl OTPATTYOV LEV TOV 
8edv, otpateiav Sé Thy Cw, oTrAithny 5é Tov d&vopwrtrov, oUvOnua 5é THY 
eiuapuevry, OTTAa SE Tas EUTIOPIAS, TOAEUIOUS SE TAS OUUMOPSS, OULLAXOV 
Sé Tov Aoylopov apioteiav Se Thy Spetty, Hrtav Sé tiv poxOnpiav, pav- 
Tiki SE TH TEXVTVY AUTH Ti eK Tis TAaPAOKEUTS ETIOTALEVTV TO HEAAOV. 
Kal yap KuBepviytns vaiv Exwv Kal eidas Ta Spyava Kai Thy GdAaTTay 
dpSv Kal aiobavopevos TOV TrvevyaTov, oi5ev TO &tTrOoBNodyEVOV- 


Call the craftsman God, and the machinery human reasoning, and crafts- 
manship the prophetic art which draws us towards the necessity of Destiny. 
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And ifa clearer image is necessary for you, envisage God as the general, life as 
an expedition, man as a hoplite, Destiny as the cipher, supplies as weapons, 
Reason as an ally, virtue as the prize of valour, depravity as a defeat and the 
prophetic art as that which can predict future events from armaments. For 
a helmsman too, in command of his ship and familiar with his equipment 
and with an eye on the sea, and observing the winds, knows what will 


happen. (13.4.79-90) 


The Demiurge is also compared to a doctor, who, relying on his art, can 
foresee the probable result of an illness. Here again, Necessity or Fate is 
portrayed as an external factor, which is not subject to the authority of the 
Demiurge, but his knowledge of the art of demiurgy allows him to predict 
the probable result of the dictates of Necessity. Maximus then moves away 
from the topic of demiurgic causality to consider whether there is any place 
for human free will or autonomy, concluding that it is inextricably bound 
up with Necessity/Fate ($4), but the regular operations of Fate make it 
predictable, even by human intellect (§5). 

The wording here is particularly ambivalent. Maximus tries to demon- 
strate that human free will is ultimately autonomous, but expresses himself 
in such a way as to make it appear that it is actually one aspect of an 
overarching ‘Stoic’ Fate; although Maximus exhibits a classic Middle Pla- 
tonist difficulty in trying to combine universal divine control with human 
autonomy; exhibited also at Didasc. 26 and De Fato 569ff:, where use is 
made of a comparison between Fate and law.*° Alcinous’ theory, which 
seems to be the basic Platonic one during this period, is as follows: 

(1) All things are within the sphere of Fate, but not all things are fated. 

(2) Fate has the status of a law, but it does not make specific statements, 
since that would result in an infinity of possibilities. 

(3) fall things are fated, the concept of what is in our power (16 éq’ fuiv) 
would disappear. 

(4) The soul is autonomous; it is not compelled to act, but once it makes a 
specific choice, a particular chain of causality results, which is fulfilled 
according to Fate. (Didasc. 26.1-2) 


© Ps-Plut., De Fato 569d ff: oxe50v pév ov Kal ToUTO SNAol, STroidv Ti TUyXavel f EluapyevN, TAT 
ovy tye KaTe Epos 00S’ f Ka®’ Exaota. Trola Tis OU Kal HSE KAT’ AUTO St] TO E1805 TOU Adyou; ~oT1 
Toivuv, os &v Tis EiKaoal, Clos 6 TOAITIKOs VOHOS, <Os> TrPATOV HEV TH TAioTa, ei Kal UT) TaVTO, 
&€ UTIOPEGEWS TIPOOTATTEL, ETEITA UT} KABOAOU TH TOAEL TPOOT|KOVTE Eis SUVAUIY TrEPIAAUBaveEL. 
TAAw St) TOUTwYV EKaTEPOV OTIOIOV Ti EOTI, OKETITEOV. 


‘Then it is quite clear from this what Destiny is, although not what particular or individual Destiny 
is. Under this form of the argument what, then, is Destiny? It can be explained in terms of civil law, 
which first of all subordinates the majority, if not everybody, to itself and it universally embraces, 
as far as it can, the affairs of the city. And now it is necessary to examine each of these items and 
what sort of nature they have.’ 
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This is in accordance with Maximus’ speculations on Fate and human 
free will. (This is illustrated by the example which he provides of Laius: 
it was fated that Laius would be killed by his son, although Laius could 
always have abstained from sexual activity. Once he sired Oedipus, the 
causal chain which resulted in his death commenced. The Laius/Oedipus 
example was a popular one in Middle Platonist discussions of Fate). How- 
ever, another Middle Platonist, Apuleius of Madaura, attempted to work 
out more specifically the interaction between Fate and the actions of the 
Demiurge, with a triadic division of Providence (which recalls the three 
spheres administered by the Moirai in pseudo-Plutarch). At De Plat. 1.12, 
he distinguishes between a primary providence — that of the supreme 
god (Demiurge), a secondary providence entrusted to secondary gods (the 
Young Gods of the Timaeus) and a tertiary providence, (although he does 
not refer to it as such), which is administered by the daimones.” A similar 
system can be found in De Fato 572f-, Calcidius (ch. 155) and Nemesius 
(ch. 34 p. 287 Matthaei).** 

In general, these theories seem to be part of a Middle Platonist attempt to 
work out how demiurgic Providence can enclose Fate which then encloses 
Free Will and to place all elements in a coherent system. The comparison 
with other Middle Platonists is instructive, since it illustrates the lack of 
refinements and subtleties inherent in Maximus’ account, where very little 
attempt is made to define the four elements of causality, which he identifies, 
in anything approaching a coherent system. 

Maximus then quotes Plato’s Laws 709b—c to summarise the Platonic 
view concerning the manner in which Fate, Science, Chance and the 
Demiurge all contribute to causality: 


...@S GEO HEV TaVTA, Kal pEeTa BEeod TUyN Kal KaIPds Ta AVOPaTIIVaA 
KuBepvOow Ta EUpTrAvTa: TuEPaTEpdV ye ENV TpITOV ETT] TOUTOIS TIPOO- 
Geival Seiv Etec Sal Thy TEXVTV. KaIpa yap xEIUdvos ouAAaPéoGat kuBEpv- 
NTIKMD 7) UT, HEya TAcoveKTna Eyoy’ &v Gein. 

...s8o God directs all human affairs and Fortune and opportunity along 
with God. More benignly it is necessary for a third factor to follow these, 
craftsmanship. For during a storm, the helmsman might seize a favourable 
opportunity or not, but it would be advantageous, I would say, if he did 
so. (13.7.15I—5) 


From the echo of this text at Plut., Quaest. Conv. 740¢, it seems to have 
been used as a proof text in Middle Platonist discussions of the topic.” 
The oration closes with a Stoicising comment that humanity confronted 


1 Dillon: 1977, 325 22 Dillon: 1977, 323 3 Trapp: 1997, 122 
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by Necessity has the autonomy of a man in chains who follows his captors 
of his own free will (a variant of Zeno’s example of a small dog tied to 
a cart) and an assertion that nothing that is evil can be the work of the 
Demiurge.** 

An alternative explanation of the functioning of demiurgic causality 
can be found in Oration 4: tives Gueivov trepl Bedv S1éAaBov' tromtal 
#) piAdcogor; “Who produced the better account of the gods, poets or 
philosophers?’. In the course of the sermon, Maximus makes allusion to 
the work of the Presocratic, Pherecydes of Syros, entitled, according to the 
Suda, Emt&uuxos HTo1 BeoKpacia 7 Beoyovia (The Seven Sanctuaries or 
Divine Mingling or Genealogy of the Gods). This work begins with the 
lines Z&s pév Kai Xpdvos hoav &el Kai XBovin. XBovin Sé dvoya éyeveto lA, 
étrelt) aut Z&s yfiv yépas S507 (“There was always Zeus and Chronos 
and Chthonie. And the name earth was given to Chthonie since Zeus, 
on the occasion of his marriage with Chthonie, offered her the earth as a 
present’).* 

Fr. 7B3 elaborates: Zeus “uéAAovta Snyioupyeiv’ (Zeus ‘being about to 
order the world’), transformed himself into Eros and tov Kdoyov ék TOV 
évavtiov ouviotas eis duoAoyiav Kal gidiav tyaye (‘bringing together 
the cosmos out of opposites he led it to order and attraction’). Chronos 
produces the various elements, but Zeus, having transformed himself into 
Eros (the principle of harmony) orders in this manner the unified world. 
Zeus is clearly similar to the Platonic Demiurge, ordering pre-existent 
and recalcitrant matter. Chronos, I think, is not pre-cosmic chaos, but 
rather something akin to the winnowing motion of the 7imaeus, which is 
responsible for the initial creative impulse. 

Further light is shed on this matter by Proclus’ Commentary 
on the Timaeus (11.54 Diehl): thy yap Agpoditny trapthyayev 6 
Snuioupyds... "Eyer SE Kal adTOs év ExuTe thy tot "Epwtos aitiav, ‘For 
the Demiurge leads Aphrodite along... And he contains within himself 
the cause of Eros’. The Demiurge harmonises the cosmos through the 
introduction of the Principle of Love and attraction. Maximus’ allusion 
to this seems to have largely gone unnoticed by commentators, with the 
exception of Puiggali: 


GAAG Kai ToU Zupiou Ti Troinow oKoTrel, TOv Zf\va Kai Thy XPovinv Kal 


Tov év TOUTOIS EPWTa Kal TH Ogiovéws yéveotv Kal Thy Bedv payny Kal TO 


*4 This reminds us of the strong interaction between Stoicism and Platonism in the second century 


AD. 
25 Fr, 7B1 — Vorsokr. Diels-Kranz 
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SévSpov Kal Tov TETIAOV: OKOTTEL Kal TO ‘HpakAitou, Beoi vnTol, avOpotro1 
&bdvatot. 


But examine the poetry of the man from Syros and his Zeus and Chthonie 
and their love and the birth of Ophioneus and the battle of the gods and 
the tree and the dress; and examine this remark of Heraclitus ‘mortal gods, 
immortal men’. (4.4.77—81) 


Puiggali interprets tov Zfiva Kai Thv XBovijv Kai Tov év ToUToIs "Epwta 
(rather than Trapp’s pata somewhat differently: “Zeus, Chthonie and the 
Eros which is in them’).*® Maximus is not recounting a simple love story, 
but how the Demiurge and his spouse both transformed themselves into 
the principle of harmony at the moment of world-generation in order to 
allow this generation to occur. 

Ophioneus is Maximus’ name for Ophion, a name for which there 
are two candidates: (1) the first master of the world and the adversary 
of Chronos and (2) a giant in conflict with Zeus and who was defeated 
by him. Wiist’s opinion was that Maximus confounds the two,”” while 
Puiggali feels that Maximus only refers to Ophion (1). If Ophion (1) is 
referred to, Maximus is alluding to an additional ordering principle (the 
adversary of Chronos) or if (2) is referred to, he is alluding to Necessity 
or an evil World-Soul, a disordered principle, which is in conflict with the 
Demiurge. 

The trétrAos (robe) is the p&pos (dowry) which Zeus offers Chthonie 
as a wedding present: tote Za&s Troiei pdpos Heya TE Kal KAAdV Kal év 
auTaé TroKiAAel Thy Kol "Qynvou Sayuata (“Then Zeus made a great and 
beautiful dowry and enrobed in itself the house of Ogenos’, Fr. Bz). As 
for the tree, it is alluded to by Clement of Alexandria (Strom. v1.53. 5: 
UTtoTrTEpos SpUs Kal TO ET!” AUTH TETIOIKIANEVOV P&pOS, ‘a winged oak and 
gift wrought upon itself’.) Diels explains the allusion to the tree by refer- 
ring to Anaximander’s representation of the earth. Anaximander compared 
the earth to the trunk of a tree and the sky which surrounds it to bark.” 
The garment which Zeus offers Chthonie must therefore be the surface 
of the earth. Taken together, then, the Demiurge offers Chthonie (the 
generative female principle) the earth at the moment of world-generation, 
when both engage in the demiurgic act by simultaneously transforming 
themselves into the principle of harmony. 

Here we have an allegory of demiurgic causality far removed from Max- 
imus usual superficial treatment of this (and practically every other) matter. 


26 Puigeali: 1981 27 Wiist: 1939a, 1939b and 1939¢ 8 Puiggali: 1983, 79 
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In the passage immediately following, Maximus expresses his approval of 
the use of myth to expound philosophical truth (although as a sophist he 
does not really have views on such matters and just presents variations on 
a theme): 


TAVTA WEOTH AiVIYUATOV Kal Tapa TroInTais Kal Tapa giAccdgols, dv 
éy@ Ti pds TO GANBEs aid &yaTTS paAAOV 7) THY Trappnoiav Tay 
vemtépav: TpayUatov yap UT a&vOparTrivns dobevelas oF KaBOPMpEVOoV 
cages EVOXNMOVEOTEPOS EPUNVEUS 6 WWEOS... TI yap av GAAO ein pUGoU 
xpeia <i> Adyos TreploKeTITs ETEPW KOOL, KabdTEP TA iSpUpaTa ois 
TrepléBaAAov oi TeAcoTtal xpuadv Kal Apyupov Kal TrétrAOus, {Ta} a&trocep- 
vUVOVTES AUTHY TH TrPCOSoKiav; 


Among poets and philosophers allegory is common, so that I have greater 
admiration for these writers’ love of the truth, more than the outspokenness 
of the younger writers. For myth is the most appropriate interpreter for 
things which we cannot clearly see on account of human weakness. . . for 
what other need of a myth is there, but reason concealed by a different order, 
just like the statues which priests clothe in gold and silver and robes, so that 
their appearance is more worthy of respect. (4.5.82—94) 


Since this passage is delivered immediately after the allusion to the Zeus 
and Chthonie myth, it seems probable that Maximus was aware of the 
philosophical insight contained therein, and was prepared to accept it. 


Unity of the divine 


Maximus, like many educated Greeks of his time, moves away from the 
polytheistic tendencies of Greek religion, believing instead that the tradi- 
tional gods are merely aspects of the Demiurge (who, for him is presumably 
the supreme God, as he appears to be equated with Zeus). At Ovation 2.1, 
Maximus points out that all gods assist all men, but humanity has been 
led to assign spheres of responsibility to individual gods. At $10, he then 
describes the Demiurge: 


6 pév yap Beds, 6 T&v Svtwv Trattp Kal Snuioupysds, {6} tpecBUTEPOS LEV 
Alou, TpeoBUTEPOS Se OUPAVOU, KpEITTOV 5é YPOVOU Kal aidvos Kal TAOS 
PEOVOTSS PUGEWS, AVOVULOS VoUOBETAIS Kal &PENTOS Pwvi} Kal &dpaTosS 
optaAuois: 


For God, the Father and the Demiurge of Being is older than the sun, older 
than the heavens and mightier than time and eternity and the entire flux 
of nature; he is unnameable for lawgivers, and unspeakable in sound and 
invisible to eyes. (2.10.183—7) 
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This echoes numerous Platonising descriptions of the divine, owing their 
inspiration to 77m. 41a. Apart from the usual commonplace ideas concern- 
ing the ineffability of the divine,” what is interesting is that the Demiurge 
is here regarded as greater than Eternity and the flux of Nature, which 
would seem to indicate that he is not under any constraint in the gener- 
ation of the sensible world, but given the fact that this conflicts sharply 
with the opinion which Maximus expresses elsewhere, I think that we 
must regard this more as rhetorical flourish than reasoned philosophical 
argument. 

Unity of the divine is also stressed at Oration 39.5. There Maximus claims 
that the gods share customs, life and character. All rule, all are of the same 
age and are the saviours of mankind. They only have one nature, although 
they have many names and it is through ignorance that the gifts which they 
bestow collectively are attributed to individual divine names. This concept 
of the unity of the divine is essentially Stoic, rather than Platonic, although 
Maximus tends to develop it in a Platonising direction.*° 

For example in Ovation 4, Maximus refers to Zeus as ‘the supreme and 
venerable Mind’ (votv tpeoBUTatov Kai &épyikwmtatov), Athena as Intel- 
ligence (ppdvnois) and Poseidon as the cosmic breath (tvetpa) pervading 
land and sea.** Maximus portrays the traditional Olympian pantheon as 
merely aspects and extensions of the Demiurge and his activity. All things 
follow and obey Zeus; this seems to place the Demiurge above the dictates 
of Necessity. Maximus has located him in the suprasensible realm, provid- 
ing contact with the sublunar realm by means of the trveGua represented 
by Poseidon. This is an interesting development, as in Stoic accounts, 
Poseidon pervades the seas, not both land and sea as here.** 

For Maximus, trveua has become an immanent World-Soul, the coun- 
terpart of the Philonic Logos, allowing the Demiurge to interact with the 
sensible realm. Maximus further elaborates on the Demiurge’s interaction 
with the cosmos in Orations 8 and 9 — Ti TO Saiudviov ZwKpatous, ‘What 
was Socrates’ divine sign?’, which points out that daimones are necessary 
in the hierarchy of entities in order to prevent the cosmos splitting in two 
between the suprasensible and sublunar realms. The daimones are similar 
to the Young Gods of the Timaeus as assistants of the Demiurge, although 
here they seem to be involved more in administration than in the act of 
world-production: 


9 Found also at Alcin., Didasc. 10.164—5 and Apul., De Plat. 15. 
3° Of. SVF 2.1021, Cic., ND 2.63ff- 3* Oration 4.8.165-72 
» Chrysippus — ap. Cic., ND 1.40 and Diogenes of Babylon Fr. 33 
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Oeds pév OUV AUTOS KATH YOPAV iSpuULEVOS OiKOVOUET TOV OUPAVOV Kal TT 
év oUpava T&Ew: ciol 8 atte puoeis &bdvator SeUTEpat, of KAAOUUEVOL 
Saipoves, év ueSopia yiis Kal oUpavot TeTaAypEVOI: 

God himself, being settled and fixed, regulates heaven and the arrangement 
in heaven. And there is a second sort of immortals, who are called daimones, 
stationed inbetween earth and heaven. (Oration 8.8.180—3) 


This parallels the description of the Demiurge at Oration 11.12, where he 
is compared to the Great King sitting motionless, but governing through a 
hierarchy of entities, who are compared to courtiers. At Oration 8.8.186-9, 
the daimones play a role in demiurgy as a result of the harmonising effect 
which they have on the cosmos as a whole. 

In Oration 9, Maximus goes on to argue that the existence of daimones 
is necessary in providing a link between the Demiurge and man, due to the 
dependence of continuity upon shared terms, a concept owing its origin 
to Arist., Met. 10.1069a5ff., but first applied to the intermediate status of 
daimones by Xenocrates. 

Interestingly, unlike Plutarch, Maximus never uses his daimonology as 
a mechanism for resolving the problem of evil. For him, the daimones are 
the assistants of the Demiurge in the act of world-generation and in the 
administration of the cosmos. Even in their terrifying aspect (8.8.207), they 
are beneficial, since they punish the wicked, although Maximus merely says 
6 pév poRepds and does not elaborate on this point. However, Maximus 
probably avoids making daimones responsible for the existence of evil, not 
just because such a notion was unpalatable to him, but because he had no 
need for such an explanation, as he attempts to regulate the problem by 
means of the Stoic formulation that evils only appear to be such, but in 
fact occur for the good of the whole. 


Conclusion 


Maximus never really elaborates on the causality of the Demiurge — for 
him the world is created merely by the vetpa of Zeus. Yet in spite of 
this, his orations are rich in imagery and insights on this topic, which 
due to his lack of originality reveal the preoccupations of Middle Platonist 
speculations concerning world-generation. Maximus himself tends to steer 
clear of attempts to resolve any of these, although at points he can avoid 
difficulties experienced by other Platonists, because of his acceptance of 
Stoic formulations; which in itself indicates that these concepts had by the 
second century become common philosophical property. 
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Maximus fails to perceive that there is a major metaphysical difficulty 
in explaining how a transcendent First Principle is able to act upon matter. 
Indeed, he frequently uses two contrasting images of the Demiurge: the 
transcendence of Zeus’ vetiva and the more active artisan or blacksmith 
who has to physically toil to produce the world. He has no concept of a 
division between a first principle and a secondary, mediating divinity. There 
is no suggestion of an entity above the Demiurge, corresponding to the One 
or Good. Furthermore, he does not investigate how the Demiurge actually 
operates on matter or his relationship with Necessity and the other causal 
factors. This is possibly because such intricacies, which would naturally 
have a sectarian nature, hold no interest for him. All that is important 
for him is that the world was ordered by a benevolent Demiurge, who 
continues to care for it and who is only responsible for good, not evil. 
What is important is that God generated the world; how is irrelevant. 
This point is expressed forcefully at Oration 2.10: “What point is there in 
inquiring further...I do not not oppose such inconsistency. They must 
only know God, love him and be mindful of him.’ 


CHAPTER 6 


Numenius and his doctrine of three gods 


Introduction 


Surveying Numenius of Apamea’s views concerning demiurgy is a task 
fraught with difficulty, given the fragmentary remains of his work. Nume- 
nius forms a bridge between Philo and the Gnostic and Hermetic tradi- 
tions, as well as ranking as an important predecessor of Plotinus, to such 
an extent that the latter philosopher was actually accused of plagiarising 
him. Numenius composed a treatise On the Unfaithfulness of the Academy 
to Plato and one On The Good in (at least) six books. Many of the fragments 
have been gleaned from Eusebius’ Praeparatio Evangelica, with some sup- 
plementary material from Calcidius’ Commentary on the Timaeus, Origen 
and certain Neoplatonic sources. There is a great difference in the quality 
of the fragments which we possess from Eusebius (actual quotations) and 
those obtained from other sources (Numenian texts altered by the writer) 
and one of the drawbacks of Des Places’ 1973 edition is that it tends to treat 
both sets of fragments with an unjustified level of equality." My practice 
here has been to use the actual fragments, taken from Eusebius, to build up 
my case for each sub-topic and then to turn to the testimonia, using them 
for evidence that might help to confirm or deny my theses, but not giving 
them excessive weight and also noting very clearly the original source-text. 

This discrepancy in the quality of fragments is not the only reason why 
the study of Numenius is problematic. Another is the unjustified prejudice 
with which he has been viewed on account of his syncretistic tendencies. 
This is exemplified by Dodds: “The main fabric of Numenius thought is no 
doubt derived from Neopythagorean tradition... But because he was, as 
Macrobius says, occultiorum curiosior (F39), he welcomed the superstitions 
of his time, whatever their origin and thereby contributed to the eventual 


* Despite this criticism, I am indebted to him for his edition and have found his French translation 
invaluable in preparing my own English version. 
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degradation of Greek philosophical thought.’* A more accurate observa- 
tion (on account of its greater balance) is that of Dillon, which illustrates 
an alternative approach to the fragments: ‘In Numenius, we have a fasci- 
nating figure about whom we know all too little but who plainly combines 
in his doctrine various strands; Platonic and Neopythagorean, Hermetic 
and Gnostic, Zoroastrian and Jewish. In his person, the “underworld” of 
Platonic-influenced theorizing. . . attains some modicum of philosophical 
respectability. 

In the ancient philosophical tradition, there was tension between the 
Platonic—Pythagorean perception of the First Principle as Unity (the 
One/Monad) and the Anaxagorean/Aristotelian view of it as an intellect 
which thought itself. While both perceptions are not actually mutually 
incompatible, a tension between these opposing views can be observed in 
Middle Platonism,* exemplified by the views of Numenius (and indeed 
in his subsequent influence upon Plotinus). While the Platonic supreme 
principle is the Good of Republic vi-vhu, it is less clear how this principle is 
actually responsible for demiurgic causality. While some Platonic philoso- 
phers stripped away the mythology of the Timaean Demiurge, equating 
him to the Stoic Logos, Numenius adopted the alternative approach of 
positing the Demiurge as a second intermediate god between the Supreme 
Principle and the World-Soul, who creates the sublunar world from pre- 
existent Matter.’ 

Numenius, in many ways, appears as an important precursor of Gnos- 
ticism (although it is difficult to prove conclusively in which direction the 
influence was travelling), with his sharp distinction between three divine 
entities, and explicitly according the Demiurge only second rank. To this 
extent, he can be regarded as intermediate between the Timaeus and Gnos- 
ticism: for him, the Demiurge is clearly less than entirely good. The First 
God remains relatively inert and transcendent. The continuity of the onto- 
logical descent posited by Numenius is stressed through the familial lineage 
of Grandfather, Father and Grandson, as well as the assertion of the same- 
ness of the Second and Third Gods. Numenius prefigures the ignorant 
Demiurge of Gnosticism by stressing his divisibility and negligence of the 
upper-tending part of his own nature. In this sense too, he is part of the 
intellectual current which led to the supposition of decreased unity (and 
therefore less perfect entities) as one descends the ontological scale. 

A further point of interest is the role of the Third God, who takes on 
the functions of the World-Soul, an entity without a very great level of 


2 Dodds: 1960, 11 3 Dillon: 1977, 379 4 Dillon: 1992b, 192 5 Dillon: 1992b, 195 
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activity in the Numenian system. Numenius also details very clearly the 
mechanics of the interaction between the First Principle and the Demiurge. 
As a result of the cooperation he posits between both entities, he is, in 
this regard, more reminiscent of Judaeo—Christian thinkers, such as Philo 
and Origen. However, while they both regard God as a Demiurge by 
extension, Numenius stresses that the First God should not be regarded 
as a Demiurge, though he does appear to be a conduit, ensuring that the 
Forms are communicated to the Demiurge. As a result of the cooperation 
between both entities he is an interesting pagan comparison to the model 
of world-generation assumed in the Judaeo—Christian tradition. 

Numenius also represents an important attempt to reconcile two aspects 
of the divine: the immanent and the transcendent. While the First God 
contemplates the Intelligibles, there is no suggestion (in the extant frag- 
ments) that they are actually his thoughts. The Second God is not to be 
completely identified with demiurgic activity, as he also has a separate 
‘inner life’ comprising contemplation of the Forms; in this sense he could 
be said to ‘retire’, like his counterpart in the Timaeus. While Numenius 
follows the Timaeus quite closely in certain respects, explaining demiurgy 
in terms of Intellect’s attempt to smooth out the recalcitrance of matter, 
he extends the concept, examining the origin of the Demiurge himself. All 
this renders all the more regrettable the fragmentary remains of his work, 
as he played a central role in the demiurgic debate. 


The First Principle 


Being (16 dv) resembles Plato’s realm of the same name. It is perfectly 
stable.® It never existed (ote troté #jv), it never has the chance to be (ote 
Toté yt) yévytai), but it is constantly in a fixed time (in) the present 
only (GAN’ Zotiv del év xpdve dpiopéven TH EveotST1 ydvoep). It is eternal 
(&iSiov), constantly stable (BéBaudv), immutable and identical (té éot1v del 
Kata TavTov Kai TavTév). It does not increase or decrease and it does not 
move (oU8é yap Bépis AUTH KivnOfivat). 

This is a fairly standard Platonic division between the realms of Being 
and Becoming. The lack of motion of Being evokes Plato’s description of 
the motion of the cosmos in the Timaeus. Numenius even goes one step 
further. He not only denies Being all irrational movement, but also the 
only rational movement: rotation around a fixed point. It seems evident 
here that Being is not actually described in terms appropriate to a realm; 


© Br. 5 (14L.) = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.9.8-10, § 
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it seems more akin to an entity. I would contend that Being is, in fact, 
equivalent to the Numenian First God, as is indicated at Fr. 17.” This is not 
indisputable, however, as Numenius struggles with the idea that his First 
God is beyond Being: ‘it rides upon Being’ (Fr. 2) and Numenius is almost 
forced into this position because of his Second God being equated with 
true Being and Intellect.* However, he never breaks with the traditional 
Greek philosophical identification of God with Being and Intellect.? This 
is in spite of the postulation of his Pythagorean predecessor, Moderatus of 
Gades, of a ‘One above Being and all essence’.'° 

In Fragment 1 (20 L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.17, u—-18, 5), the investigation 
of divinity is formally introduced. Numenius opens his account of divinity 
with a prayer to the God, just like Timaeus, before investigating the nature 
of the relationship between the First and Second Gods. From this fragment, 
it would seem that he was rather more interested in demiurgic causality 
than in the nature of his First Principle, which he glosses over very rapidly. 
The First God here seems rather inert; since he is alive he must have motion 
of some sort, but Numenius seems to be caught in a bind, since to attribute 
motion to him would be to deny his stability. 

Fr. 8 (17L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.10, 12-14) elaborates further: 


ei ev BT) TO Sv TaVTMWS TaVTH A1S16v TE EoTI Kal ATPETITOV Kal OUSAUAS 
ovdapi] e€lotauevov €€ EXuTOU, LEVEL SE KATA TA QUT KAl WOAUTOS EOTIKE, 
ToUto Styrou &v ein Td TH ‘votioet yeTa Adyou TrepiANTTOV’. Ei SE TO oa 
Pei Ka MEPETAL UTIO Tis EUOU LETABOAr|s, &TIOSISpdoxel Kal OUK EoTIV. “Obev 
oU TrOAAT pavia Et) ov TOTO Elva &dpioToV, Sd&y SE povy SoEaoTdv Kat, 
és pro TAdtoov, “yryvouevov Kal &troAAUyevov, dvtws Sf oSETroTE OV; 


If then Being is absolutely and everywhere eternal, immutable, if in no 
manner and in no place it does not issue forth from itself, but stays within 
the same parameters and maintains itself completely stable, then it is without 
doubt what is graspable by intellection with the help of reason. And if body is 
fluid, if it is removed by an immediate change, it runs away and has no stable 
existence. In consequence, is it not great folly not to call it indeterminate, the 
object of opinion only, and which, as Plato says, ‘comes to be and perishes, 
but never really exists’? 


Again, Numenius stresses the stability of Being. It cannot issue forth from 
itself, which underlines the (limited) role which it is capable of playing in 


7... Tp&Tov vowy, doris KaAETta1 avTody..., ‘the First Intellect which bears the name of Being in 
itself, see discussion below. 

8 For a detailed treatment of these matters, see Dillon: 2007, 397/f, 

9 Dillon: 2007, 398, cites several examples where he comes close to doing this. 

'© Dillon: 2007, 398 
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world-generation; it requires another conduit by which it can inform the 
sensible world, since it is confined to certain defined parameters. Being is 
characterised by eternal identity in essence (&1 kat& tTavtév)." Numenius’ 
First God resembles the Pythagorean Monad, which in multiplication 
cannot bring about self-change or alter another number. This situation 
creates a need for the Second God who can actually engage in the motion 
involved in world-generation. 

This Second God is not in any way evil, but as he does not possess the 
unity of the First (since he is divisible, though this is a once-off occurence) 
it is true to say that he is less good. As Plotinus points out, the ontologically 
prior entity must be superior: ‘For being perfect it was necessary for it to 
generate, and not be without a product since it was such a great power. 
But what it produced could not be better than it (this is not the case here 
either), but it was necessary for it to be a lesser image, and in a like manner, 
indefinite, but defined by what generated it and provided with a form, as 
it were.” 

Admittedly, this text comes from Plotinus, but since it outlines his 
response to a problem similar to that which confronted Numenius, it is 
valid to cite it here. However, Plotinus’ One is not Intellect and does not 
intentionally generate anything: the question here is whether this is true 
of Numenius’ First God. I think not. Since Numenius’ First Principle 
has a kind of demiurgic role, in terms of the production of soul, it is 
not equivalent to Plotinus’ One. Since it continually contemplates the 
Intelligibles, then it can also be regarded as Intellect. Though Plotinus’ One 
engages in this activity, it can best be regarded as a sort of super-Intellect or 
beyond Intellect, while for Numenius it is not actually clear whether it can 
be considered in the same way. However, since the Numenian Demiurge 
can be regarded also as an Intellect, to which the First God transmits 
aspects of the Forms which it contemplates, it must contain an intellective 
element. 

It is clear that as a dualist, Numenius did not regard the First God as 
responsible for the production of matter. It must always have been there 
as part of a duality of causes. One can compare the explanation of Proclus 
regarding the relationship between Monad and Dyad: ‘for the One precedes 
all opposition, as the Pythagoreans say. But when the second cause appears 
(| Suds Tav dpyv avepadvn), after the first cause, among these too the 
Monad is superior to the Dyad.”'? Numenius attributes the same doctrine 


™ O’Meara: 1976, 120-9 
® Plotinus, En. v 1 [10] 7.37—42. Plotins is referring here to Intellect’s generation of soul. 
3 Proclus, Commentary on the Timaeus, 1.176.9 Diehl 
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to various Neopythagoreans, as does Calcidius."* He was certainly opposed 
to Pythagorean claims that the One retired from its own nature and put 
on the guise of duality.’ It is important to note this, as Numenius is often 
classed as a Neopythagorean, but his dualistic views mean that his version 
of demiurgic causality owes more to Plato. 


The Demiurge and his relationship with the First God 


The Numenian First God is not involved in the business of world- 
generation; his main purpose is to produce the Demiurge (Fr.11): 


6 Beds 6 WEV TIPATOs Ev EaUTOU Hv EoTIV ATIAOUs, Sia TO EAUTH ouyylyvo- 
wEvos S1dAou pt) TroTe Eivar SiaipeTos: 6 Beds EVTOI 6 SeUTEPOS Kal TPITOS 
éotiv eis: oUUMEPduEVOS Se TH VAN Suc&1 oon Evol ev adTHy, oxileTar 
St UT avtiis, éribupntiKdv Bos éxovons Kal peovons. TH ovv ut elvan 
TIPds TH vont (Av yap av trpds ExuTH) Sid Td Thv GAnv PAétrew, Tavs 
ETINEAOUEVOS AtreploTItos EauTOU ylyveta. Kai &tteta1 Tot aiofnTod 
KOl Treplétrel Avayel TE ET1 Eis TO IS10v Pos EtTropEEduEvOs THs UANs. 


The First God, who remains inside himself, is unified, due to the fact that, 
entirely concentrated within himself, he is in no way divisible. However, 
the Second and Third Gods are in fact one, but coming into contact with 
matter, which is the Dyad, even though he unifies it, he is divided by it, 
having a character that is without concupiscence and that is fluid. Not being 
attached to the intelligible (for in this case he would be concentrated upon 
himself), because he is looking at matter he is preoccupied with it and he 
is forgetful of himself; he enters into contact with the sensible and raises it 
up to his own proper character, because he has directed his desire towards 
matter. 


Here it seems that the Demiurge is turned in two directions during the 
act of world-generation, contemplating the Forms, while he transmits 
the Intelligibles to the sensible realm. Part of the problem is why exactly 
the Demiurge should be split in two by the Dyad. I do not think it is the 
case that the upper-tending part of the divinity returns to contemplate 
the Forms, while the lower part engages in the production and continual 
generation of the sensible world. It is possible that the Third God is merely 


4 ‘Sed non nullos Pythagoreos vim sententiae non recte adsecutos putasse dici etiam indeterminatum 
et immensam divinitatem ad unica singularitate institutam, recedente a natura sua singularitate 
et in divinitatis habitum migrante’, ‘But some Pythagoreans, who have not correctly understood 
this theory, thought that this indeterminate and unlimited Dyad was also produced by this single 
Monad, when this Monad withdraws from its nature and adopts the aspect of a Dyad.’ Calcidius, 
In Timaeum, 295 Waszink. 

Rist: 1965, 337 
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a lower aspect of the Second. Clearly the Demiurge creates as the result 
of an act of lust or orexis, which is not particularly praiseworthy, since it 
prevents him from contemplating the Intelligibles and even leads him to 
become forgetful of his own nature. This guilty element could be regarded 
as being expelled from the Second God, in the same manner that a lower 
Sophia is expelled from the Pleroma in the Gnostic systems. 

However, I do not feel that it is necessary to posit a lower aspect of 
the Second God. The orexis of the Demiurge can be viewed in a more 
favourable light, as part of a natural desire to produce, observable also 
in Plotinus’ One, and which is presumably the reason why the First God 
produced the Second God (if that is in fact what he did). It is quite possible 
that the First God merely split a pre-existent entity into the Second and 
Third Gods, who then share the functions of the Demiurge. However, 
this would make it difficult to explain the terminology of Grandfather, 
Son and Grandson, relayed by Proclus, and would also deny the evidence 
of Fr. 12 (which is reliable, since it comes from Eusebius). The Second 
God can only produce something less perfect than himself (since to repli- 
cate himself would be to accomplish nothing), and so he produces the 
World-Soul which is less perfect, since it is further removed from the First 
God, although the World-Soul is an entity downplayed by Numenius. In 
the act of world-generation, the Demiurge is forced to give something 
of himself to matter in order to regulate it and to produce the sensible 
world. 

This giving of himself to produce the World-Soul is the Demiurge’s 
mechanism for generating the phenomenal realm. I think that this is the 
meaning of the expression that the Demiurge raises matter to his own 
character, but because he has to provide his substance to generate, he 
becomes divided by matter. It would also neatly explain why the Second and 
Third Gods are in fact one, since they share the same substance. The Third 
God, as World-Soul, has actually become enmattered, and is in a sense, 
dragged down by matter, which prevents him from fully contemplating 
the Intelligibles, while after the process of world-generation, presumably 
the Demiurge is capable of doing this. 

The Second and Third Gods must then be substantially the same, while 
the First God is of a different substance (because he does not know how to 
be divisible, for if he was, it would compromise his unity, a necessary trait 
in the Numenian First Principle). This elucidates why Numenius posited a 
god whose sole raison détre is to produce another Demiurge. In fact, the 
Second and Third Gods appear to differ principally in their interaction to 
the Intelligibles and matter. 
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This relationship between the First and Second Gods is clarified at Fr. 12 
(21L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.18.6—-10), but not greatly: ‘In fact, it is necessary 
that the First does not generate, but it is necessary to regard the First God 
as the father of the demiurgic god’. Some additional details are provided: 


...TOV HEV TIPdTov Fedv dpydov eEivar EPywv ouuTTavToVv Kal Baoiéa, 
Tov SnploupyiKov Sé Gedv fyeyoveiv &1 otlpavotd idvta. Ai& & TouToOU 
Kal 6 OTOAOS Huiv oT1, KATH TOU vow TreUTTONEVOU Ev S1eEdS@ EOL TOIS 
KOVAL OUVTETAYHEVOIS. BAETIOVTOS LEV OUV Kal ETIEOTPALLEVOU TIPOS 
Tudv Exaotov Tot deo oupRaiver Civ Te Kal RiwoKeo#al TOTE TA OPATa 
KndSevovta Tot Geot Tois &KpoRoAtopois: UEeTAOTPEMOVTOS BE EIS THY EQU- 
ToU TEeplwy Tot Beot Tata yev atrooBEvvucbal, TOV 5 vouv Civ Riou 
ETTAUPOHEVOV EVSAINOVOS. 


... the First God remains inactive during the whole process of generation, 
he is the King, while the Demiurge-god is the overseer, who circulates in 
the heavens. It is the Demiurge who sends us on our voyage, when Mind 
is sent below, crossing the sphere, to those who are destined to participate 
in it. And so while the God watches and is oriented towards each of us, the 
bodies participate in life and are animated by the radiations of the God to 
which they unite, but if the God returns to his own contemplation, these 
are extinguished, while Mind partakes of a happy existence. 


I think that these radiations by which the Second God animates are com- 
parable to the manner in which he is said to be split by matter. 

Fr. 13 (22L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.18.13-14), though short, outlines a view 
of demiurgic causality which has been the source of much difficulty: 


*Qotrep SE TAI Adyos EoTI yewpy& TIPds TOV guTEVOVTA, Ava TOV AUTOV 
Aoyov uaAIoTa EoTIV 6 TIPATOS Beds TIPOS TOV SNUIoupyov. ‘O YEV ye dv 
OTTEPUa THON WuXT|s oTrEipEel eis TA YETAAAYXaVOVTA aUTOU yPTYATA 
oUUTIAVTO: 6 vouoBETNs SE PuTEVEL Kal Sraveyer Kal WETAMUTEVEL Eis TGS 
EKGOTOUS TO EkETBEV TIPOKaTAPERATEVEK. 

And even as is the relation between the farmer and the planter; such is that 
which relates the First God to the Demiurge. The one who is sows the seeds of 
every soul into the things which partake of it, while the Lawgiver plants and 


distributes and transplants what has been sown from that source into each 
one of us.!° 


This notion of sowing again evokes the Timaeus. Much speculation has 
been expended on the precise use of the word yewpyés, who is generally felt 
to be the proprietor of a garden or or a farmer who directs operations from 
a distance, while the putevwv is regarded as a labourer who works under 


© trans. Dillon: 1977, 368 with modifications by Andron. 
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his direction.’ The head-gardener sows a single seed of each type of plant, 
while the gardener distributes the seeds and cultivates them individually. 
All souls come from the First God, who produces one mass of soul-stuff, 
while the Second God, the Demiurge, distributes the seeds, implants them 
in individual human bodies and transfers impure souls into a new human 
body for reincarnation." 

Part of the reason behind this speculation is the supposed textual cor- 
ruption of the fragment. The phrase ‘O pév ye dv is interpreted variously 
as a biblism or Hebraism, which is felt to be out of place in Numenius. 
Scott reads ‘O pév [yap Ev] otrépya Trdons wuxiis otreiper eis TH ETA 
Aayxavovta [atts] xetpata obptravta. [“The First God sows one seed 
(or one sowing) of all soul (or life) to serve for all things that together 
partake of soul.’] This avoids the problem of 6 av, but is not convinc- 
ing palaeographically and, as Andron points out, posits a change for two 
passages instead of just one, as in other approaches.” Dillon’s response is 
‘I read with hesitation, georgon, for the ge on of the MSS....I agree that 
Numenius is probably not using /o on here in the Philonic sense of He 
Who Is’.*° 

Andron favours this reading over all other proposals for changing the 
text, but prefers that the text should remain in its original state. He contends 
that to read 6 yewpyésv damages the balance, since there does not appear 
to be any obvious relationship between a lawgiver and a farmer.”' He inter- 
prets this fragment to refer to two different kinds of occupation, and the 
rapport or Jogos between them. For him there is no problem with the 
phrase 6 dy to refer to 6 TpATos Béos, and 6 vouobéTns to refer to 
the Second, since he views the first as pure existent and the second as the 
Demiurge is obviously an ordering force. Andron further states that The 
One Who Is, given the Jewish influence on Apamea, is not a particularly 
problematic phrase, citing two passages of Philo which help to elucidate 
our fragment: 


6 HEV ToivUY THY PUTOUPY AV HEY1OTOS Kal THY TEXVTV TEAELOTATOS 6 THY 
SA@v Thyenav éoTl, PuTOV SE av Trepleyov év EaUTH Ta év LEPEL PUTA 
Gua Toupupia kaddatrep KAnuaTtibas éx pias &vaBAaot&vovta pilns de 6 
KOOUOS. éTrE151] YAP Thy ovVoIav &TOKTOV Kal OUYKEXULEVT OVOAY Ef AUTHS 
eis THEI EF ATAEIAS Kal Ek OUyKUOEWS Eis SIAKPIOIY Gywv 6 KOOLOTIAGOTNS 
yop@oty pEato, yijv pév Kai VSap etl TO pEoov Eppiou, Ta SE &EPOS Kai 
TrupOS SéEvSpa Tpds Try HETaPOIOV avEIAKEV GTO TOU UEGOU KHPAY, TOV BE 


7 Cf. e.g. Scott: 1968, vol. m1, 79 n.5 or Festugiére: 1972. 8 Des Places: 1973, 109 
9 Andron: 2001, 6ff: 2° Dillon: 1977, 368 1 Andron: 2001, 7 
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aifépiov év KUKA® TOTTOoV MXUPOUTO TdvV EvTds Spov TE Kal PUAAKTTPIOV 
autov Tideis... 


The guide of all things is the greatest planter and the most perfect in his 
craft. And this cosmos is the plant which contains in itself the particular 
plants in their myriads, just like vine-branches shooting forth from a single 
root. For when the world-maker, finding a disorderly substance which of 
itself was in a state of confusion, began to give it shape, he brought it to 
order out of disorder and out of its state of confusion into resolved form and 
he caused earth and water to be roots at the centre and he dragged air and 
fire as the trees from the midmost space to upon high and he established the 
aetherial space in a circle, placing it as the boundary and guardpost of what 
is within... (De Plantatione 2-3) 


Here the First Principle is explicitly defined as a putoupyés. The same is 
true of the following fragment from De Agricultura 1-4: 


ol HEV TTOAAO! Tv &vOpatIOV TAS QUGEIS THV TIPAyUaTOV OUK EidOTES 
Kal TEP! Thy THv dvouatov Béow & avayKns Guaptavouol... Tivi yap 
TOV TPOXElpOTEPwWV OUK Gv Bd€Ee1e TA AUTH Eival yewpyia Te Kal yfis 
épyaola, Kaito: 1pds GANPE1Iav OU YOVvoV OUK dvTa Ta aUTa, GAAK Kal 
Aiav &tINpTNHYEVa, ws AVTIOTATEIV Kal Siauaxeoal; SUVaTaI HEV YAP TIS 
Kai dveu eTloTHNs Tepl Thy yiis EmipeAeiav Troveiofai, yewpyos Sé TO 
ut) iSi~THs GAN Eutreipos eivar Kai TH dvdyati wetiotwto1, Strep éKk THs 
YEWPYIKTS TEXVT|S, Ts PEEWVULdS éoTIV, EUPNTAal. 


Many men, not knowing the nature of things, of necessity make mistakes 
in naming them... for would not anyone suppose off-hand that husbandry 
(yewpyia) and toiling on the land (yfis gpyacia) were the same, although 
in truth they not only are not the same things but are also extremely dishar- 
monious, so that they are in opposition and in contention? For someone 
even without experience might care for the land, but the farmer is not a lay 
person but one with experience and he is trusted on account of his name, 
which is derived from the craft of farming, which he is named after. 


This term yewpyds is not to be found in the Timaeus (although the image 
of cultivation as part of the process of world-generation already exists 
there), but it was used to refer to divinities during the imperial age.** Philo 
draws a distinction between the farmer and the labourer, which results from 


> Tn this context, one might cite the cult of Zeus yewpyds. This element can further be traced in 
popular Stoicism: “Deus ad homines venit immo quod est proprius in homines venit; nulla sine 
deo mens bona est. semina in corporibus humanis divina dispersa sunt, quae si bonus cultor excipit 
similia origini prodeant et paria iis, ex quibus orta sunt, surgunt.’ etc. ‘God comes to men, in fact he 
comes more closely, he comes into men. No mind without God is good. Divine seeds are distributed 
in human bodies, which if they are received by a good cultivator, they come forth similar to their 
origin and arise equal to that from which they arose’. Seneca Ep. 73.16. Andron: 2001 33 n. 31. 
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his attempt to combine the Book of Genesis with the Timaeus. Numenius 
observes this same distinction, but brings it into sharper focus by positing 
two separate Gods. It is probable that Numenius had read Philo, but 
difficult to prove. For Andron, 6 dv or Being is the name of the First God, 
taken from Exodus 3:14, just as the Second God is called the Demiurge.” 

The supposed Hebraism is not the only difficulty:** the fragment can 
be taken to mean that the First God is the seed of all souls, a position 
resisted by the majority of interpreters, since the First God is also the one 
doing the sowing and ‘a sower does not sow himself’.*> Edwards prefers to 
read ‘the one who is the seed of all souls sows into those who partake of 
it all things together’. There is the question of what ‘all things together’ 
means. Edwards explains this by citing Fr. 41 (Des Places, preserved in 
Iamblichus’ De Anima) where Iamblichus claims that Numenius located 
the entire intelligible universe (gods, daimones and the Good) in the soul.” 
However, this interpretation is problematic since it leads Edwards to iden- 
tify Numenius’ First God with the Demiurge and the Second God with the 
Younger Gods. (From a careful reading of Numenius’ fragments, however, 
it is clear that the Demiurge can rank no higher than the Second God.)*” 
Furthermore, it seems that Iamblichus’ comment here is really a reference 
to monopsychism (individual souls, when removed from the sensible world, 
share an identity with the World-Soul) rather than a description of how 
souls are composed.”* 

The Platonist Alcinous outlined a method of soul construction from 
indivisible and divisible substance, allowing the soul to perceive both 
of these substances; either on the principle that like is known by like 
(the Pythagorean position) or that unlike is known by unlike (Heracli- 
tus’ position). He cites an alternative means of constructing soul.” As a 
Pythagorean, one would expect Numenius to subscribe to the doctrine 
that like is known by like. This would suggest that the soul and the First 
God share some properties. This is suggested by the text following Fr. 42 
(Ilamblichus, Tepi Yuyfis ap. Stob., Anth. 1.49.67), where there is some 
support for the opinion that the soul is an emanation from the First God: 


Evmow pev oUV Kal TaUTOTHTA &SidKpIToV Tis WuXis Teds TAS EaUTTS 
a&pxas treeoPevew paivetoar Nouprvios, obpqpuow Sé Kad’ Etépav otictav 
ol tpeoBuTEpO1 Siacwlouol. Kal avaAUoEl HEV EKEivOl, OUVTaEEL SE OUTOL 
TIPODEIKACOUOT Kai Of HEV &S1opioTW CUVAg;), C1 SE SIpIoLEVT) YPAvTat. 


73, Andron: 2001, 20 

*4 Tn actual fact, this need only imply familiarity with the Septuagint: Edwards: 1989b, 479 
*5 Scott: 1925, vol. 11, 79, n.3 26 Edwards: 1989b, 481 27 Edwards: 1989b, 481 
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Oi yevTo1 KpaTEital 6 Siopiopos AUTAv UTIO TOU KOOPOU 7) KATEXETA UTIO 
Tis PUOEWS, MoTTEP TIVES TOV TAaTovikdy UTE Pao: aveital SE TavTH 
ag’ dAwv, Hottep Ettl TOV KwPIoTaV ovo1yv TouTl voowpev. 

Numenius appears to prefer a unity and undiffentiated sameness of the soul 
with its principles, whereas the ancients maintain a natural junction with a 
different substance. Numenius compares it to a dissolution, but the ancients 
to an ordering, and Numenius treats it as a union without individuation, 
the ancients as one with individuation. However, their individuation is not 
governed by the cosmos or controlled by nature, as has been supposed by 
some of the Platonists, but has been completely released from the universe, 
just as we conceive to be the case with separated substances. (trans. after 
Finamore-Dillon ed. $50, p. 72-3) 


Part of the problem with using this fragment is that it may not refer to 
the generation of soul, but rather to the rewards given to good souls after 
their death, since this is the subject-matter of the text preceding, Fr. 42.°° 
Furthermore, Fr. 42 comes from Jamblichus and, as such, it provides us 
only with very weak evidence for Numenius’ thought." 

Here the Demiurge is regarded as responsible for the construction of soul, 
which is not necessarily a contradiction of Fr.13; there too the Demiurge 
distributes soul, even though he does not actually produce it. Here also, the 
Demiurge is not said to produce either essence, he merely mixes them like a 
bartender making a cocktail. Numenius then goes on to expound the view 
that even if the Demiurge has to provide some of his own substance to ini- 
tiate world-generation and even if he is split by matter, he is not weakened 
by this process. The divine gift of knowledge differs from material gifts: 
just like a lamp which lights up a second one without being extinguished, 
God is not impoverished as a result of this divine benefaction. 

This image of a lamp transmitting its flame without being diminished 
probably goes back to Posidonius.** The idea that the Demiurge illumi- 
nates us by the transmission of knowledge is noteworthy. I think that for 
Numenius it emphasises the notion that the basic principle of cosmic order 
is number, which is transmitted by the self-contemplating intellect to the 
Demiurge. It is possible for humanity to possess the number-principle 
(possibly soul) in a manner that is identical with the God who supplied 
it, because the Numenian Demiurge is only the producer of Becoming, 
not the producer of true Being. In this way, the difference between the 
Demiurge and the First God is more than just one of an intellect at rest 
and one in motion. They must be substantially different, since it is not 


3° Finamore and Dillon: 2002, §50 72-3 3! Finamore and Dillon: 2002, §50 72-3 
3 Witt: 1931, 200 n. 8 
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possible that the generator of Being can exist in the same sense as generated 
Being. Clearly the Second and Third Gods are in fact one, but soul must 
be of a different order, since it is supposed to come from the First God. In 
this case, the Numenian Demiurge also takes over the role of the Young 
Gods of the Timaeus. This is hardly surprising and is part of the ten- 
dency to assign less important activities to the Demiurge, accompanying 
his declining ontological rank. 

At Fr. 15 (24L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.18.20-1) Numenius reiterates the 
position of the Second God as the generator of the world of Becoming: 


eioi & oUTo1 Biol 6 wév TrP~TOU, 6 BE SeuTépou Beod. AnAoveéTi 6 pév 
TIPATOS Feds EOTAl EOTWS, O SE SEUTEPOS EUTTAAIV EOTI KIVOULEVOS: O HEV 
oUV TIPATOs Trepl Ta voNTa, 6 SE SEUTEPOS TrEpL Ta vonTe Kal aioOyT&. M1) 
Baupcons 8 ei ToT’ Epny- TOAU yap Et1 Baupaotdtepov &kovonN. AvTi yap 
Tis TPOGOUOT!S TH SEvTEPw KIVI}OEWS TI TPOGOUOAY TH TPATw OTHOLV 
onl civai Kivnoiw ovuguToOY, &@’ TAs f Te THEIS TOU KdopOU Kai f YOVN A 


&IS105 Kai  owTNpia &vayeitar eis TA SAG. 

Such are the lives of the First and Second Gods. The First God remains stable, 
the second remains in motion, while the First God occupies himself with 
intelligibles, the Second occupies himself with intelligibles and sensibles. 
And do not be surprised if I have spoken in this manner; because you will 
hear something that is even more surprising. Corresponding to the inherent 
movement of the Second God, I declare that the inherent stability of the 
First God is an innate movement from which proceeds the order of the 
world and its eternal stability, and from which salvation spreads out over all 
beings. 


Here the Second God seems to play a role akin to God’s Logos in the 
Philonic and Christian traditions, going into those parts of the cosmos 
where it would be beneath God’s dignity to go. 

It is worth considering this inherent motion at rest of the First God. 
Since he is a living being, he needs to have a motion of some sort. This is 
provided by his contemplation of the Intelligibles. At the same time, the 
First God here appears to play a role in demiurgic causality, beyond merely 
spawning the Demiurge. He is responsible for world-order and its stability. 
Des Places interpreted the situation as follows: the First God appears to 
contemplate the Intelligibles with the assistance of the Second, so that 
the Second God also corresponds to intellect and states that the Second 
produces in his turn using the Third God, so that the Third God also 


corresponds to an intellect which uses discursive intelligence.* I think it 


33. Des Places: 1973, 109 
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is justifiable to cast an eye on Plotinus at this point; the Neoplatonist was 
heavily influenced by Numenius and there are certain issues concerning 
Numenius that he can help to illuminate. As Dillon points out, the Platonist 
concept of ‘the First God as intellect was under strain when Plotinus came to 
examine it’.*+ 

The First God is required to think himself: As Plotinus remarks during 
the latter part of Enn. v 3 [49] 10-17, self-intellection requires duality; 
a subjective, thinking element and an objective, thought element, which 
comprises the unity and simplicity of the Monad. This difficulty is illus- 
trated by Nicomachus’ highly-strained definition of the First Principle as 
vows Te ein, eita Kal &poevdbnAus Kai Beds Kal WAN Sé Tres, ‘therefore a 
Mind and Androgyne and god and somehow matter’. Numenius’ First 
God is clearly an intellect, although one can see here the beginning of 
a move to regard intellection as the domain of the second principle; the 
Demiurge is specifically identified by Numenius as an intellect. The influ- 
ence of this can be seen in Plotinus, as he claims that the One is superior to 
Intellect. 

The nature of the ‘inner life’ of the First God is of vital importance for 
understanding demiurgic causality. Since he is the ultimate source of life, 
he cannot be regarded as inert (a problem faced also by Plotinus) and I 
think that Numenius is attempting to deal with this by postulating some 
kind of motion, (here intellectual motion). The exact nature of the First 
God also has important implications: if his nature transcends that of the 
Demiurge to such an extent, how exactly does the Second God interact 
with him? 

In Fr. 15, the First God seems akin to the Demiurge of the Timaeus in 
permitting the Young Gods to exist forever; the stability of the Demiurge’s 
production is guaranteed by the First God and not by the Demiurge him- 
self. At this point, another passage of Plotinus might prove enlightening: 


The noetic object (contemplated by Mind) remains by itself and it is not 
deficient, just like what it sees and thinks — for I say that what thinks is 
deficient in comparison to the Intelligible — but it is not without sense; but 
everything belongs to it and is in it and with it. It is able to distinguish itself 
in every way (1évTn SiaxpitiKév Exutod); there is life in it and everything 
is in it and its observation of itself occurs by means of a kind of conscious 
awareness (oiovel cuvaic$ijce1) in an everlasting state of rest and accord- 
ing to a form of noetic activity which differs from the noetic activity of 
Mind. (Enn. v 4 [7] 2.13-19) 


34 Dillon: 1992b, 195 3% ap. Phot., Bibl. 187 143 A. discussed by Rist: 1965, 337 
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Here the One seems like a sort of living ‘table of contents’ of world- 
generation, a self-conscious blueprint which the Demiurge can follow. 
Applying this to our original fragment, it seems that the Numenian First 
God comprises this all-encompassing element. He might not be involved 
in the practicalities of demiurgy, but he appears to regulate things in the 
same manner that the chairman of a board of directors might regulate 
a multinational. He has some limited role in world-production, since it 
is from him that owtnpia spreads to all beings, but I am unclear as to 
what exactly Numenius means by this (although it is perhaps just a basic 
presentation in existence). It is difficult to see how exactly the First God 
can be responsible for universal salvation, even though he seems to generate 
the soul-principle, although perhaps this is merely an allusion to the fact 
that he prevents cosmic collapse. If this inherent stability is really an ‘innate 
movement’, perhaps it is even possible to postulate that the First God is 
involved in a sort of continual demiurgy: by constantly remaining stable, 
he prevents the destruction of the world. 

At Fr. 16 (25L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.22.3-5), there seems to be something 
of a demarcation dispute between Numenius’ triad of principles: 


ei 8’ ZoT1 pév vonTov f ovata Kal f iSéa, TaUTNs & dpodoyTOn TPEGRUTEPOV 
Kal aiTlov Eival 6 vols, AUTOS OUTOS LOvos EUpTNTal dy TO d&yabdv. Kai yap 
ei 6 wév Squloupyods Beds ~oT yeveoews, AEKET TO Gyabdv ovCias Eivon 
&px7. Avadoyov Sé TOUT LEV 6 SNUIOUPYos Beds, Ov avTo wiyntis, TH Sé 
ovoia f yéveois, <i> eikav avTiis €oT1 Kal piunua. Eitrep 5é 6 Snloupyos 
6 Tis yeveoews éotiv &yabds, T} TOU ZoTAI Kal 6 Tijs OUoIas SNYIOUPYds 
avtoayavov, cUupuToy TH ovoia. ‘O yap SeUTEpos SITTOs Ov aUTOTOLE! TH 
Te id€av EauTOU Kal TOV KOOOV, SNUIOUPYos dv, ETrEITA FewpNTIKos SAas. 
TuAAEAoylopévooy 8 fuddv dvdyata Tecodpwv Tpaypatwv Ticoapa EoTo 
Tata: 6 pév TIPATOS Feds aUTOayabov: 6 Sé TOUTOU EILNTHS SNMIOUPyOS 
a&yabds: #8 ovcia ula pév f ToU TpwToU, Etépa 8 f TOU SeuTEpOU- AAs 
wiuNnUa 6 KAAdS KOOHOS, KEKAAAWTIIOVEVOS HETOUCIA TOU KAAOU. 

And if essence and the Idea are on the level of the Intelligible and if Intellect 
has been recognised as prior and superior as their cause, it is only Intellect 
which is revealed as being the Good. In effect, if the Demiurge is the 
god of Becoming, it suffices for the Good to be the principle of Being. 
The demiurgic God bears the same relation to [the First Principle], being 
his imitator, just as Becoming is the image and imitation of Being. Well, if 
indeed the Demiurge of Becoming is good, without doubt also the Demiurge 
of Being will be the Good itself, as connatural to Being; because the Second, 
who is double, produces from himself his own idea and the universe, as 
a Demiurge, after which he devotes himself entirely to contemplation. In 
order to conclude our reasoning, let us posit four names corresponding 
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to four entities: (a) The First God, the Good itself, (b) his imitator, the 
Demiurge, who is good, (c) the essence, one of the First, another of the 
Second; (d) the copy of all this, the beautiful universe, embellished by its 
participation in the Good. 


These four entities are divided up amongst three gods: Good itself, the 
Demiurge and the world or World-Soul. The double ovcia shared by the 
First and Second Gods does not seem to add a new reality to either.** 
These four seem to be composed of two gods and two ousiai, but it is an 
odd way of calculating. Kramer points out that since the Demiurge can 
be confounded with the good World-Soul,”” the Second and Third Gods 
only count as one (Frs. 1, 4, 11), which leaves us with only two divinities: 
an ultimate reality and a generative entity. However, I feel that all four 
entities can best be understood in terms of demiurgic causality: there are 
two causal principles, since, as has been stated before, the First God also 
plays a limited role in world-production and the result is the Third God. 

It is difficult to explain the third entity — the double ovoia. I think 
that Numenius wishes to point out that the Second God is in some way 
consubstantial with the First, just as has previously been illustrated, the 
Second and Third are substantially the same. This would be necessary 
if the Demiurge also has to deal with the Intelligibles. The Demiurge is 
referred to as the imitator of the First God; he imitates him, not only 
in his contemplation of the Intelligibles but also in his need to generate. 
Numenius tries to assign some kind of demiurgic role to the First God, 
referring to him as ‘the Demiurge of essence’. Numenius here regards 
the Good, not as a Form which contains all the other Forms, but rather 
playing a role similar to that played by the Second God in the realm of 
Becoming. The First God is the Demiurge of the realm of Being, although 
it is unclear here whether he is contemplating the Intelligibles or whether 
the Intelligibles only exist because he contemplates them. 

Des Places’ position was that the First God is all contemplation; and 
I think that this contemplation must be equivalent to the ‘inner life’ of 
the First God.3* Dodds suggests that it is only with the assistance of the 
Second God that the first can contemplate (voeiv).*” I also agree with his 
contention that the Second only generates as a first step, after which he 
returns to contemplation, in which he serves as a model for the philosopher 
(Rep. v1.496d, 498b-c, 5o1a—c). Dodds’ emendation étrei 6 & (= TrpéTos) 


36 Des Places: 1973, 109 37 Des Places: 1973, 109 
38 Des Places: 1973, 57 39 Dodds: 1960, 14 
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fewprtikds dAws (‘since the [First God] is completely contemplative’) 
needs to be seriously considered.*° The text otherwise would make some 
sense, but not much, as there is no other indication of the Second God 
enjoying periods of total contemplation. étre1ta may not necessarily imply 
temporal succession; Des Places claims that the Demiurge engages in a 
first generative movement, by which he produces his own idea and the 
idea of the world, and then undergoes a conversion by which he turns 
away from matter towards the first vots.*' I fail to understand how the 
Demiurge produces his own idea when surely that is generated by the 
First God, unless this is related to the concept Plotinus picks up on, of 
the self-generation of lower hypostases through reversion on the higher. 
Secondly, Iam unhappy with the phrasing. The idea that the Second God 
undergoes a conversion seems to imply that world-generation is the result 
of some kind of ‘moral fall’, and that the Numenian Demiurge is similar to 
his ignorant or fundamentally flawed Gnostic counterpart, which is clearly 
not the case here. 

Numenius boldly attempts to use the Timaeus to justify the existence of 
an intellect superior to the Demiurge.** He claims that Plato drafted the 
Timaeus account in the way that he did, because he was aware that only 
the Demiurge was generally known, although he was aware of the existence 
of an older and more divine intellect (votis tpeoBUTEpos Kai Be1dTEPOS). 
Numenius is alluding to Tim. 28c, which he interprets as referring to 
two distinct gods, the ‘father’ and the ‘maker’ being different. Plutarch 
draws a similar distinction at Quaest. Plat. 11 and it is seen subsequently in 
Neoplatonism. Plutarch distinguishes between the activity of a builder or 
weaver, whose product is separated from him and that of a parent, where 
a principle emanating from the parent inhabits the child (1oo1a), ‘for, 
Chrysippus says, he who provided seed is not called father of the placenta, 
though it is a product of the seed’ (Quaest. Plat. 100of.). As God sows 
from himself into matter, he can be regarded as both ‘father and maker’. 
Incidentally, this position is mentioned and rejected by Proclus at Jn Tim. 
I p. 319, 15-20 [Diehl]. Plutarch, however, justifies his position by pointing 
out that Plato regards the Demiurge as producer of both the body and soul 
of the universe. The former is composed from matter (1oo1b), while soul, 
as a partaker in intelligence, reason and concord, is both a work, but also 
a part of God, as it is produced not just by him, but from him. 


4° Dodds: 1960, Is-16 4° Des Places: 1973, 109 
# Fr. 17 (26L = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.18.22-3) 
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The identification of the First God and Being comes from the Xenocratic 
tradition. Despite the slightly negative portrayal of the Demiurge here, 
there is no question that world-generation is evil in any way; it is just 
that the Demiurge is inferior to the First God. That said, it is possible to 
observe echoes of the Gnostic current in the reference to a superior god 
who remains unknown. 

Fr.18 (27L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. x1.18, 24) provides an interesting descrip- 
tion of the manner in which the Demiurge produces: 


KUBEPVTITNS HEV Trou év LEO TEAC El POPOUPEVOS UTED TINSaAiwv UWiluyos 
Tois ola: StiPUver Thy vatv épelduevos, Supata 8 avtod Kai vots evOU Tot 
aisépos cuvTéTatan pds TA METAPOIA Kal f 65d5 avTH ave 81 otpavod 
QTTELO1, TAEOVTL KATO KATE Try EGAATTAV: OUT Kal 6 Snploupyos Try VANy, 
Tou pnte Siakpovoat ute &TIOTIAGY XOfjval AUTH, AELOVIA TUVSNOGHEVOS 
autos pév UTEP TaUTHs SpuTal, olov UTEP vEeods Ett BaAdTINs [THs BAns]- 
Thy &ppoviay 8 idUvel, Tois iS£a15 oiaKiloov, BAETEL Te AVTI TOU OUPavod Eis 
Tov dvw Fedv TpOGayouEVOV AUTON TE SupaTa AaLBavel TE TO KEV KPITIKOV 
a6 Tis Bewpias, TO 8’ SpuntiKdv air This Epécews. 

A helmsman, I suppose, who travels on the open sea, perched above the 
helm, directs the ship with the tiller, but his eyes, like his spirit, are directed 
up towards the aether, towards the celestial regions, and his route comes from 
above, across the sky, while he sails across the sea; in a similar manner, the 
Demiurge, who knits together links of harmony around matter, for fear lest 
it break its fastenings, and will be cast adrift, remains himself adjusting it, 
just as if in a ship upon the sea, he regulates harmony in it by governing 
it in accordance with the Forms, but looking at the God above in place of 
the heavens who attracts his gaze, and if he receives his judgement from this 
contemplation, he retains his impulse to act from desire. 


Here the Demiurge generates by harmonising matter in accordance with 
the Forms, but it appears that he is only aware of what these Forms are as 
a result of his contemplation of the First God, who transmits this infor- 
mation to him. The First God’s role in demiurgic causality seems to be 
that of generating or transmitting a coherent scheme for organising matter 
to the Demiurge, who then proceeds to carry out, if not his instructions, 
then at least his intentions. Clearly, the idea of a subsequent ‘conversion 
to philosophy on the part of the Demiurge propounded by certain com- 
mentators is out of place; he is ‘philosophising’ even at the moment of 
world-generation. Also, one cannot speak of a ‘conversiom here; unlike the 
Gnostic Demiurge, the Numenian Second God is not only aware of the 
existence of a superior entity, but actually collaborates with it. 
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Numenius speculates on the relationship of the Demiurge to the Forms 
and positions his scheme within the structure of the Timaeus.*’ He reads 
Plato’s qualification of the Demiurge as good in the Timaeus to indicate 
that he should be identified with the Form of the Good (é&ya@ot iSéav) of 
the Republic. Numenius deduces from this that if ‘it is reasonable to suppose 
that if the Demiurge is good by participation in the First Good, then the 
First Intellect would be the Form of “the Good”, being the Good itself’. 
Numenius introduces an important distinction between the Demiurge as 
&yaGds and the First God as attoayaéds. 

Here the generative role of the Demiurge is once again placed in context. 
If he is ‘good’, it is only as a result of his interaction with the First God. 
Even though the Second God may be actually involved in generation, the 
productive role of the First God is stressed; the Demiurge is an instantiation 
of the Form of the First God. Numenius is clearly attempting to resolve 
the problem bequeathed by Plato of how the Demiurge actually relates to 
the Forms. His solution differs from the Middle Platonist refinement of 
representing the Forms as the thoughts of God. In Numenius’ version, by 
representing the First God as the Form of the Second, he highlights the 
separation between both gods and he lowers the status of the Second God, 
though he seems to be following Plato’s Timaeus more closely than the 
Middle Platonist development which makes the Demiurge the producer 
of the Forms. 

At Fr. 21 (Test. 24 L. fr. 36 = Proclus, In Timaeum 1.303.27-304), 
Numenius is presented by Proclus as outlining the hierarchy of his three 


gods: 


Nouptvios nev yap TpEis avuuvtjoas PEoUs TATEPa HEV KAT TOV TIPdToOV, 
Tromnthy 5 Tov SeUTEpov, Troinua 5 Tov TpiTov: 6 yap KdoYOs KAT’ aUTOV 
6 tpitos éoti Beds: Hote 6 Kat’ avTov Snyloupyds Sittds, 6 Te TP@TOS 
Ged Kal 6 SeUTEpOS, TO Se SNWIOUPyOULEVOV 6 TpITOS. "AyElvov yap oUTH 
Aéyelv 7) Gs exEivos AE€yel TPOOTPAYWSHv, TaTTTOV, Eyyovov, aTOyovoy. 
0 Bn tatta Aéywv TPdTov yEV OUK dp8Hs Ta&yabov ouvaplOyET ToioSe 
Tois aitiols;- oU yap TrEpUKEV EKEIVO OUCEUyYVUCBal Tloly OUSE SEUTEPAV 
éxew GAAou Tai. 


Numenius proclaims that there are three gods and calls the first ‘Father’, 
the second ‘maker’ and the third ‘product’, because the cosmos for him 


is the Third God; while the Demiurge is double, the First God and the 
Second, and that which has been generated is the Third God. It is much 


43 Des Places, Fr. 20 (29L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. X1.22.9-10) 
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better, in effect, to express it in this way, rather than to speak like him in a 
melodramatic style of ‘Grandfather’, ‘Father’ and ‘Grandson’. But he who 
says this first of all is not correct in numbering the Good with these causes: 
for it is not in its nature to be linked to anything nor to hold a rank second 
to anything else. 


The hierarchy here is not that of Fragment 11 (20L), where the First God 
does not play a role in world-generation, while the Second and Third can be 
regarded as the same entity. Here the Demiurge is listed as comprising the 
First and Second Gods, while the Third plays no role in the regulation of 
matter. Des Places points out that the equivalence God-Father is admitted 
implicitly by Numenius, in contradiction to Tim. 28¢3; where trointis 
precedes trattp,** while Numenius relegates the role of trointts to second 
place. However, this fragment is a paraphrase by Proclus whereas Fragment 
u1, as a verbatim citation (by Eusebius) has greater value. One must assume 
that Proclus has here deliberately distorted the Dreigétterlehre of Numenius 
or suffered a lapse of memory, but in a way the First God can be regarded 
as demiurgic, acting in collaboration with the Second God. 


Matter 


In considering Numenius’ doctrine of demiurgy, it is necessary also to 
investigate his conception of matter. For Numenius, matter is not created 
by the divine triad and it is involved in some sort of opposition to it, 
although the nature of this opposition remains to be seen. Fortunately, in 
this regard, we possess some fragments quoted by Eusebius on the subject, 
but further information may also be obtained from Calcidius’ Commentary 
on the Timaeus, which used Numenius as a source, although a difficulty 
here is that even though Calcidus refers to his predecessors, he does not 
tend to acknowledge his sources and we cannot always conclude definitive 
use of a specific text.* 

Numenius characterises matter as in a state of flux and uses the recalci- 
trance traditionally associated with it, at least from a Platonic perspective, 
to deny a connection with Being. His argument is that if matter is infinite 
(actreipos), it is indeterminate (dopiotos), therefore irrational (4Aoyos), 
and if irrational, unknowable (&yvwortos). If matter is unknowable, the 
reason why it is unknowable must be that it is without order (&toxKTos). 
None of these attributes, according to Numenius, can be applied to Being. 
It requires an incorporeal power, which Numenius identifies with Zeus the 


44 Des Places: 1973, 113 4 Van Winden: 1959, 13 
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Saviour, ‘to separate corruption from these mixtures and to maintain them’ 
(tiv pbopav auvver SUvqtal Kal Katéxn).4° 

Numenius attributes motion in matter to a recalcitrant principle, which 
renders bodies incapable of remaining in a fixed position. The Second God 
is clearly involved in continual temporal generation, rather than a once-off 
event, since deprived of the principle that he injects into matter, it will 
no longer retain its position. This raises the question: what is the nature 
of this principle? I think that it is quite possibly soul (which itself is a 
principle of number). Just like the Demiurge in numerous metaphysical 
systems, including Plato’s own, the Second God orders, rather than creates, 
although the situation here is rather more complicated, since the Second 
God orders pre-existent matter using a principle which he himself has not 
created. While Plato’s Demiurge may order according to the Forms, he 
is still an autonomous Demiurge, rather than simply an ‘instrument’ of a 
superior God, as is the case with Numenius’ Second God. 

Numenius explicitly states that soul is responsible for holding together 
matter and providing it with cohesion, although he indicates that there is 
a second principle, which maintains soul in its turn, but he is less clear 
about what that is.*” It is probable that the principle supporting soul is 
the Second God, who implants it in the cosmos. Numenius regards soul as 
the basis of movement. This must mean that soul is only the cause of all 
orderly motion, since, as has previously been illustrated, matter is regarded 
as subject to an irrational motion which does not partake of Being. 

Numenius has a problem here: how can he explain the action of an 
incorporeal (soul) upon a corporeal (matter). He is forced to concede that 
soul is three-dimensional, which allows it to permeate the ‘host-body’ 
of matter. On soul’s tridimensionality, he claims ‘it is not such by itself, 
but Kat& oupBeBnkds’, that is because of the body in which it is: ... Tf 
wuxf] Ka®’ Eautiyy pév TedceoT! TO BidoTATOV, KATA OUUBEBNKOs 5E TH 
év @ €0T1 TPIXT] Siaotate dSvti cuvGewpeital Kal AUTH Te1YXA Siaotath, 
‘and the soul by itself is without extension, but has it accidentally, since it 
resides in what has a threefold dimension, it appears to have a threefold 
dimension’.*® Numenius is caught between the tendency to make matter 
corporeal and the opposing tendency to make soul corporeal.*? This same 
problem is evident in Calcidius, who uses Numenius as his main source 


46 Pr. 4a (13L. = Eus., Praep. Ev. xv.17.3-8) 

47 Fr. 4b (Test. 29L. = Nemesius, Tepi pucews &vOpatrou, 2, 8-14). Despite coming from Nemesius, 
this passage can be regarded as reliable, since it is supported from Fr. 4a, a citation by Eusebius. 

48 Fr. 4b (Test. 29L. = Nemesius, Tep pucews &vOpeotrou 2.18). 
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here. Calcidius, in a similar position, believes that matter is inpetibilis, but 
believes that one may state ‘silva patibilis est’.°° Plotinus radically breaks 
with this in his statement An d&tra6t\s oT, ‘matter is impassible’. It is clear 
that Calcidius is inspired by Numenius here. For Chrysippus matter was 
indifferent due to its lack of quality: ob yap 4 y’ GAn TO KaKdv é§ EauTtis 
TTAPEOYXTKEV: ATTOLOS yap EOTI Kai TAOAS Soas SExETAI Siapopas UO TOU 
KIvoUVTos AUTH Kal oxnuaTiZovtos Zoxe, ‘for matter has not out of itself 
brought evil forth. For it is devoid of quality and all the variations which 
it receives it has got from that which moves and moulds it’..' Van Winden 
raises the possibility that Numenius reacts against these words.” 

This hypothesis is rendered more credible by the distinction between 
essence and matter present in Numenius, which must come from Stoic 
sources. Essence for the Stoics was fundamentum operis, ‘that out of which 
something is made’ while matter was ‘the means by which the Maker 
operates’. I think that we can see the influence of this distinction upon 
Numenius in his attempts to posit a second principle supporting soul 
which also works upon matter. In this context, it is worth citing Calcidius 
In Timaeum 293: 


Therefore, according to the Stoics, the body of the world is limited and one 
and the whole and a substance: it is a whole, since no single part is missing; 
one, because its parts are inseparable and cohere together, an essence because 
it is the first matter of all bodies, through which — they say — stabilising and 
universal reason passes, just like seed passes through the genitals. Therefore 
they suppose that this reason is a craftsman, and a coherent and qualityless 
body, completely passive and changeable, is matter or substance. 


This passage is interesting for the light that it sheds upon Stoic demiurgic 
causality, but it can help us to better understand the fragments of Nume- 
nius. Clearly, he is opposed to the notion of passive matter.*t Matter cannot 
be without quality in his dualistic system. However, the Stoic speculation 


°° Cf. Ad. Par. 309, 148 * Plut., De Comm. Notit. 10765 c—d 

% Van Winden: 1959, 100 following a suggestion originally made by Leemans. Leemans adds: ‘Mate- 
riam fontem esse malorum iam veteres Pythagorei adserunt (Dox. Gr. 302), quibus consentiunt 
omnes Platonici et Pythagorici recentiores’, “The ancient Pythagoreans claim now that the origin 
of evil is matter; all the more recent Platonists and Pythagoreans agree with this position.’) 

3 Van Winden: 1959, 97 

54 Calcidius goes on to say (in Tim. 295) ‘Numenius ex Pythagorae magisterio Stoicorum hoc de initiis 
dogma refellens Pythagorae dogmate’ (“Numenius, who placed himself amongst the Pythagoreans, 
refutes this Stoic theory of principles with the help of a doctrine of Pythagoras’; as Van Winden 
successfully demonstrates (p.103—4), Calcidius is dependent upon Numenius for these sections on 
Aristotle and the Stoics, a dependence betrayed by Calcidius’ statement ‘ut in Timaeo loquitur 
Plato’ (327, 3), which stands out in a commentary on the Timaeus, and indicates that Calcidius is 
here either following closely or merely translating Numenius. 
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on essence has left its mark, even on the limited fragments that we possess. 
The penetration of the Demiurge into matter uses a sexual metaphor and 
this also cannot be Numenius’ view (although it can be seen as part of the 
Stoic’s preference for the biological, rather than technological, image of 
the 7imaeus).* For Numenius, matter is not generated; he distinguishes 
between two states: one ordered and the other unarranged, and states that 
this unarranged state is aequaeva deo. This unarranged matter (chaos) of 
the Timaeus is actually something concrete. 

In Timaeum 296 contradicts somewhat this image we have constructed 
of Numenian matter: 


Numenius says that Pythagoras also thinks that matter is fluid and without 
qualities. However, he did not suppose, unlike the Stoics, an intermedi- 
ate nature, between good and evil, which they classify as ‘indifferent’, but 
which, on the contray, is completely malevolent. However, for Pythagoras — 
and for Plato as well — God is the principle and cause of the good but that 
which proceeds out of form and matter is indifferent. As a consequence, 
it is not matter, but the world which as a mix of Form’s goodness and 
the evilness of matter, is indifferent. Finally, the world has been gener- 
ated out of Providence and Necessity, according to the doctrine of the old 
theologians. 


Numenius’ view that Pythagoras would regard matter as without qualities 
appears problematic in light of his view that it is also evil; this reminds one 
of Plotinus’ attempts to reconcile both aspects of matter. Numenius breaks 
away from the Platonic supposition that the world is good, regarding it 
as merely indifferent. The Demiurge in the process of world-generation 
orders by allowing form to become enmattered, but he cannot neutralise 
completely its inherent evil. Matter is improved as a result of this mixture, 
though the evilness inherent in its nature could not be removed throughout. 
Calcidius refers to the Stoic view that evil is caused by the malign influence 
of the stars. Since Numenius too regarded stars as consisting of matter, 
he was not particularly open to this attempt to blame evil on malevolent 
astral influence. Sidereal motion, after all, is caused by the instability of 
matter, so even this explanation of evil regards matter as its cause.°° The 
Demiurge produces order out of disorder, but there must exist a second 
principle which is the cause of disorderly motion. As Calcidius remarks 
anima silvae neque sine ulla substantia est, ‘the soul of matter is not without 


> Numenius uses the image of seed in an agricultural and not a sexual sense; cf. Fr. 13. 
56 Van Winden: 1959, U5 
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any substance.”” This malitia for Numenius is more than mere disorder; 
rather it is due to a ‘volition’ existing in the soul of matter. 


And so God adorned matter with his miraculous power and he corrected 
its faults in every way, without destroying them completely, so that material 
nature might not be completely destroyed, but not allowing them to extend 
and to spread out everywhere, but maintaining its nature, able to change 
its condition from a troublesome into a desirable state, he transformed 
it completely, adorning and decorating it by joining together order with 
disorder, measure with lack of measure and beauty with ugliness. Finally, 
Numenius says — and with good reason — that what comes into being free 
from defects can not be found anywhere, not in the crafts of man or in 
nature, not in the bodies of animals, nor in trees, plants or fruits, not in the 
thread of air, nor in the current of water, nor in heaven itself, for everywhere 
a lower order of nature mixes with Providence as a kind of contamination. 
And when, then, he wishes to show, and as it were bring to light a bare image 
of matter, he says that all bodies which in the bosom (of matter), change 
and cause change, should be removed one by one and we should consider in 
our mind that which has been emptied by this removal; this he calls ‘matter’ 
and ‘necessity’. The work which is the world is from this matter and from 
God; God uses persuasion and Necessity obeys. This is Pythagoras’ assertion 
about the origin of things. (Calcidius, In Timaeum 299) 


Here the God attempts to improve matter during the process of world- 
generation in order to make it as good as possible, but defects remain, 
through no fault of the Demiurge, but rather in spite of his best efforts. The 
image of demiurgic causality ascribed to Numenius here is similar to that of 
the Timaeus: Reason moulding Necessity as far as is possible through the use 
of persuasion. However, while Plato posits recalcitrant, pre-existent matter, 
to my knowledge, he never equates it explicitly with Necessity. Numenius 
posits animated matter, which is more than an Aristotelian Suvauis.*? 
To apprehend matter it is necessary to ‘think away all bodies’. Numenius 
clearly envisages the essence of matter as non-corporeal. In reference to pre- 
cosmic chaos, he states that the bodies of matter are continually changing 
from [one form] to another in the womb of the silva. This would mean 
that matter is now being identified with the Receptacle; a modification 
observable also in Plutarch, but there the situation is somewhat different, 
as he regards Receptacle-matter as either passive or inclining towards the 
good. Numenius has blurred the distinctions between the space in which 


7 In Tim. 298 

58 Van Winden: 1959, 117, uses the term ‘will’, although I am rather uncomfortable with using this 
word, since it denotes a concept that did not really exist in Greek philosophy. 
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generation occurs and the substance out of which it occurs. Why? Perhaps it 
is under the influence of the Stoic distinction between matter and essence, 
although here again Plato’s use of ‘spatial’ terms (such as éxyoyetov) to 
refer to material concepts makes such an interpretation justifiable. 

Clearly for Numenius, the principle opposed to the Demiurge in the 
sensible world is more than just matter. There is an echo of the maleficient 
soul in precosmic matter posited by Plutarch. The Demiurge appears to 
produce, not by adding anything to matter, but by removing its recalci- 
trance. Even if Calcidius is not a completely reliable source for Numenius, 
we can follow his statement here since it agrees with fragments we possess 
from Eusebius, such as Fr. 4b and Fr. 49. In any case, Calcidius at this 
point does not try to mask the fact that Numenius stresses recalcitrance, 
while he, due to his attempt to free matter from evil, focuses more on its 
pliability.°° 

Matter is also linked to Numenius’ daemonology, as illustrated by Fr. 37 
(Test. 59L. = Proclus, Jn Timaeum, 1.76.30—77.23 Diehl): 


Oi & eis Saipdveov tivdv évavtiwow, os THv yev auewdvev, Tdv SE 
XELIPOVOV, Kal TOV HEV ANGEL, TOV SE SUVauEL KPEITTOVOOV, Kal TOV HEV KOa- 
TOUVTOV, TOV SE KPATOULEVwY, SoTtep Woryévns UTrEAaBev. O18’ is puX av 
SidoTAoW KAAALOVOOV Kai Tis AOnvas Tpogivav Kal yeveotoupyav GAAwY, 
al Kai TH Tis yeveoews EPOPH GEG TPooT|KOUOL. Kai ~oT1 Tis EEnynoews 
TauTns TpooTaTNs Nouptvios. Oi Sé Kal pi€avtes Thy Woryévous, doTrEp 
oiovtai, Kai Nouynviou 86fav wuxdv pds Saivovas vavtiwotv Eittov, 
TOV LEV SAILOVOV KATAYWYOV SVTOV, TOV SE YUXDV AVAYOLEVOV... Kal 
&trep of ToAaoi, pao, Feoddyor eis “Ooipiv Kal Tupdva dvtyyayov 7 
eis Aldvuoov Kal Tit&vas, tatta 6 TAdtov eis Aftqvaious Kai AtAavti- 
vous &vatréutrer 51 evoéBerav: trpiv & eis Ta OTEPEd TOHPATA KaTEAOEiD, 
<évavTiwow> Trapadidwo1 THy puXSv pds TOUS VAIKOUS Saivovas, oUs 
TH duce TapwKelwmoev.. . ETL SE TAUTNS EOTI Tis OiT}oEWS 6 PIADCOgos TTop- 
guplos, Ov kai Paupdoelev &v Tis i ETEPA AEYol Tis Nouunviou Tapaddcews. 


Some explain [the fable of Atlantis] as representing the opposition between 
the two parties of daimones, a better and a worse, one superior in numbers, 
the other in power, one victorious, the other defeated: this was Origen’s 
theory. Others speak of an opposition of souls, the fairer ones who are 
nurslings of Athena against others who are attached to generation, and who 
belong to the god who oversees generation. The champion of this doctrine 
is Numenius. Others combine the opinions of Origen and Numenius to 
produce a conflict between the souls and the daimones, the daimones causing 
a downward motion, while the souls are led aloft ... According to these 
men, where the theologians (@eoAdyo1) spoke of Osiris and Typhon or 
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Dionysus and the Titans, Plato referred through reverence to the Athenians 
and the inhabitants of Atlantis. And [the proponent of this theory] says 
that before they enter solid bodies the souls are engaged in a war with 
material daimones, whom he locates in the west... This opinion is held by 
the philosopher Porphyry, whom one would not expect to contradict the 
tradition received from Numenius. 


This fragment illustrates the manner in which the Osiris/Isis allegory of 
Plutarch and the lost work of Numenius, which acted as the prototype 
for Porphyry’s Cave of the Nymphs, both expound the same philosophical 
element: world-generation results from a conflict between the forces of 
order and disorder. The nursling of Athena is Odysseus, who is protected 
by her against Poseidon, the god of generation. Poseidon is not actually 
mentioned here, but clearly the plot of the Odyssey is the basis for this 
allegory. The sea is frequently used as an image of the generated universe 
in Numenius (e.g. Frs. 2 and 18), and Plato refers to Poseidon as the patron 
god of Atlantis (Critias 113)."! 

If Poseidon is meant to be the god of generation here, it is difficult 
to see how he could represent the same entity as the Demiurge, in spite 
of his title. Athena is evidently intellect, and as such must be identifiable 
with the First God. In this case, Poseidon cannot be the Second God, 
since he works in collaboration with the First, not in opposition to him. 
I do not see how he can even be identified with the Third God; he must 
rather represent an irrational World-Soul like Seth-Typhon; the counter- 
motion ascribed by Numenius to matter. Numenius probably borrowed 
this image from Pherecydes of Samos, who represented the conflict between 
the gods and the giants as an allegory for the tension between the Demiurge 
and the Errant Cause.°* This acts as further evidence strengthening the 
interpretation of Fr. 37 as an excursus on demiurgic causality in terms of 
the ordering of disorder. The pagan Celsus even saw the presentation of the 
peplos to Athena at the Panathenaic procession as a representation of 
demiurgic triumph over disorder: ‘For he says that this depicts the rule of 
the motherless and immaculate daimon over the arrogance of the giants.’ 

Celsus attributes this allegory to Pherecydes: 


a) 
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> ‘And [Celsus] says that Pherecydes composed a myth of two armies engaged in battle, Cronus led 
one and the other was led by Ophioneus. .. and they agreed that whichever of them should sink 
into the Ocean (Ogénos) would be defeated, and the one which had driven them out and defeated 
them would possess heaven. [Celsus] says that these mysteries concerning the war waged by the 
Titans and giants against the gods and the Egyptian stories concerning Typhon, Horus and Osiris 
signify the same thing.’ (CCels. v1.42 = Vol. 11. P1mt.13 Koetschau = Pherecydes Fr. B4 DK) 
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And [Celsus] interprets Homer’s words as follows: the words of Zeus to Hera 
[liad 1.590-1 and 15.18—24] are those of god to matter, and they mean that 
God took it at the beginning, when it was disharmonious and bound it with 
mathematical proportions and ordered it, and he cast forth the daimones 
who were insolent on the path to this place. And he says that Pherecydes 
interpreted Homer in this way when he said ‘the region of Tartarus is below 
the region... where Zeus casts down any of the gods who are insolent’.°* 


Here we are dealing with a model of demiurgic causality to which Nume- 
nius owes a certain debt, since he borrowed material for his image of the 
Cave of the Nymphs.*®* The Cave itself represents matter or the generated 
world, which is seen as home to evil forces, while the road to it is the 
descent of the soul to the sensible world. This reveals a negative view of 
the generated world also observable in Numenius.°° Porphyry’s interpre- 
tation of the Cave of the Nymphs can probably be regarded as the same 
as that of Numenius, since Celsus is never mentioned by Platonists as an 
original philosopher and since Porphyry admits that some of his knowl- 
edge of Pherecydes comes from Numenius. It is probable that Numenius 
is responsible for the interpretation of this allegory as a metaphor for the 
descent of the soul and the generation of the sensible world.” 

Numenius attempts to explain the nature of soul.°* For Numenius, soul 
was a mathematical entity, serving as an intermediary between physical 
and suprasensible realities which partakes of the Monad in so far as it is 
indivisible and of the Indefinite Dyad, in so far as it is divisible. Des Places 
notes that the indivisible Monad is God, the Indefinite Dyad is matter.°? 
There is nothing particularly unusual about regarding soul as a number 
principle. Numenius, according to the testimony of Proclus at any rate, 
views it also as a principle intermediate between the suprasensible and 
sublunar worlds. Again the stress here is on the geometric nature of soul. 
Just as Plutarch stresses the fact that the Demiurge continually engages 
in geometry, Numenius seems to regard ordering matter as some form of 
mathematical activity. However, it would appear that Proclus has distorted 
somewhat Numenius’ actual theory. He cannot have regarded soul or even 
the soul-principle as a mixture between matter and the Monad, since soul is 
explicitly said to come from the First God. I think that Proclus, for whatever 
reason, glosses over the fact that Numenius posited a lower, irrational soul, 


64 CCebs, v1.42 = p.112.20ff’ Koetschau = Pherecydes Fr. By DK 

6 ‘Pherecydes of Syros talks about recesses, and trenches and caves and grotto entrances and through 
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which can be said to come from matter (this is the principle which imparts 
a motion to matter), but clearly even if the Numenian higher soul can be 
said to act as an intermediary between the two realms (which is probably 
true since it emanates from the First God and is implanted in matter by 
the Demiurge), it is wrong to regard it as merely a mixture of matter and 
of the First Principle. 

Some further details concerning the nature of this incorporeal essence 
may be gleaned from Fr. 41 (Test. 33L. = Iamblichus, epi Yuxfis, ap. 
Stob., Anthol. 1.49.32). Numenius is supposed to have held the view that 
the incorporeal essence (&ompatov ovoiav) was homogenous (Syo1oyept)s) 
and that the totality could be found in the parts (as Kai év 6Twotv adtijs 
uéper eivar TX 6Aa). Numenius, according to this fragment, located the 
sensible world, gods, daimones, the Good and the superior species (té&vta 
T& TpeoBUTEpa) in the soul, following the line of reasoning according to 
which the soul does not differ from any of these in its essence. Each of 
these is instantiated in the world differently, based on the role which it is 
to fulfil (oixeiaas uévTOl KATA THY AUTAV OUOIaV év ExcoTOIS). 

The fragment comes from Iamblichus’ Mepi Yuxfis, and appears to 
contradict the fragment taken from Proclus quoted above, which alleges 
that Numenius regarded soul as a mixture between Monad and Dyad. 
According to Fr. 41, soul is equivalent to Intellect, which in Numenian 
terms would make it identical to the First God. However, it is stressed 
several times in the fragment that what we are discussing is not necessarily 
soul, but rather its essence. While Fragments 39 and 41 may not illuminate 
the issue of demiurgy considerably, taken together they can be useful for 
cautioning one not to place excessive credence on fragments which do not 
come from Eusebius, since they (may) have been distorted. 

Proclus offers another interesting comment on the mixture of divinity 
with matter. After mentioning the Stoic claim that sublunar gods do not 
have their essence mixed with matter, Proclus mentions Numenius’ formu- 
lation that it is the powers and activities (t&s Sé Suvauers Kai Tas Evepyetas) 
of the sublunar gods which are mixed with matter.”° This fragment indi- 
cates that Numenius did not view either the Demiurge or the Third God as 
being enmattered, although their activities are mixed with it; a clear indi- 
cation that Numenius did not envisage the need for additional hypostases 
or an equivalent of Philo’s Logos-Cutter in order to insulate the deities that 
were engaged in sublunar activity from matter; probably because his First 
Principle is already separated from matter by the two lower gods. 


7° Fr. 50 (Test. 26 L.) Des Places = Proclus, Jn Tim. 111.196.12-19, Diehl 


Conclusion 167 


The only other fragment of interest concerning matter is Fr. 51 (Test. 
28L.): ‘Numenius thought that all the elements are mixed and that not one 
of them is in a pure state.’”' Clearly, the Demiurge must then generate (or 
order) the world by mixing the various elements in due proportion. In any 
case, in the Platonic system, the world is constructed from a mixture of 
elements, since unlike its Aristotelian counterpart, there is no room for the 
primacy of any one element. 


Conclusion 


Numenius, a Neopythagoreanising Platonist, attempted to combine ele- 
ments from the great world religions with which he was familiar. In doing 
so, as far as can be observed from the surviving fragments, he produces 
an original account of demiurgic causality, while still claiming a Platonic 
provenance. He cites the Second Platonic Letter (312e) as evidence that the 
concept of three gods was actually the doctrine of Socrates and that Plato 
was the only one of his pupils astute enough to follow it. Valentinus and 
Justin Martyr both used this Epistle to advocate a similar view, but it is 
unclear who first devised this manoeuvre.”* 

Evil enters Numenius’ system not through any fault of the Demiurge, 
but due to an opposed evil principle. However, it does seem that Numenius 
believed in the existence of superlunary evil. Just as the Hermetists argue 
that the rational soul acquires accretions during its passage through the 
planetary sphere (e.g. CH 1.25), Numenius argues that evil enters the 
soul as dard THv EEwb_ev TPOoQuoLEveoy (‘beings attached from outside’). 
Calcidius states that Numenius located evil in the heavens, which Proclus 
regarded as an absurd opinion. It is unhellenic to believe in superlunary 
evil, and it has been suggested that this may stem from Iranian influence, 
where the sun and moon are the only beneficent planets.”> However, such a 
problem can be resolved by considering Numenius’ view of demiurgy. The 
superlunary evil he posits arises not due to the intention of the Demiurge 
as in the Gnostic systems, but rather as a result of matter, which he viewed 
as composing the stars. 

In any case, such astral speculations lower Numenius’ standing in 
Dodds’ eyes.”* Yet leading Neoplatonic philosophers are not in the habit of 
plagiarising from charlatans. Numenius propounded two postulates which 
became fundamental to Neoplatonism, both of which are linked to his 


7 Nouptvios pév otv Trévta YELTXBa1 oidyEvos OUSEV oleTaI Eival aTIAOUV. 
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view of demiurgy. Firstly, the notion that by participation in the intelli- 
gible world each thing possesses all things, though modified by its special 
characteristics, as expressed by Proclus’ Elements of Theology, prop. 103 or 
Plotinus’ é€éye1 8’ év éxdotop GAAO, éupaiver Sé Kal Tavta, ‘in each of them 
a being of a different kind stands out, but in each one all are manifest’ 
(v 8 [31] 4.10). This argument was used by later Platonists to bridge gaps 
in their system. 

The second postulate was that of ‘undiminished giving’, whereby the 
transmission of divine goods does not impoverish the giver, just as fire 
transmits light without being diminished. Plotinus uses the example of 
communicated knowledge (1v 9 [8] 5.4—-9). It is this Numenian postu- 
late which prevents Neoplatonism becoming pantheism and ensures that 
Numenius’ status as a philosopher is much greater than that with which 
Dodds credits him. 

Numenius represents a major development in terms of the doctrine 
of the Demiurge. While Philo’s Logos and Plutarch’s Osiris both have 
demiurgic functions, neither is a fully-fledged secondary demiurgic deity 
comparable with the Second God. Philo’s Logos is certainly a mediator, 
but Numenius’ demiurgic entity is more than a tool in the hands of God. 
Numenius emphasises the separation between the Demiurge and the First 
Principle, portrays world-generation in negative terms (as the result of an 
act of lust) and sees the Demiurge as negatively affected by matter in the 
process of cosmic structuring (if we interpret the division between the 
Second and Third Gods as some fragmentation of the godhead). These are 
all of importance in the Gnostic and Hermetic systems. 


CHAPTER 7 


On the fringes of philosophy 


Speculations in Hermetism 


Introduction 


The revelations of Hermes Trismegistus to his son Tat form part of the 
same intellectual current from which Gnosticism emanates. The fourteen 
treatises of the Corpus Hermeticum were attributed by the Greeks to the god 
Hermes. They were rediscovered in Western Europe when the manuscript 
containing them was brought to Florence in 1460 by Leonardo of Pistoia. 
Cosimo de’ Medici ordered Marsilio Ficino to suspend his project on the 
dialogues of Plato to translate them and it was via this translation that 
these texts became the basis of the speculations in astrology and alchemy 
that were at the core of Renaissance Hermeticism, a fact which reduced 
scholarly interest in Hermetism until recently by stripping it of intellectual 
respectability. 

The influence of Hermetism was weakened in 1614 by the discovery 
of the Genevan Calvinist, Casaubon, that the Corpus Hermeticum should 
be dated to after the beginning of the Christian era, thus denuding it of 
the lustre of its perceived antiquity. However, certain Hermetic doctrines 
could be significantly older than the corpus in which they are contained. 
For example, the view that the world emanates as an overflow from God 
could be an ancient Egyptian one.’ The “Throne Mysticism’ of esoteric 
Judaism is another case in point; the seven initiated palaces of Heaven 
behold the ‘Kabod’ (the glory of God in the guise of Man).* In addition, 
Jewish mysticism contains numerous speculations about Adam Qadmon 
(archetypal Man). In this light, Casaubon’s views become less cogent. 

The most striking appropriation of Hermetism from the Platonic tradi- 
tion is the equation of Nous with the demiurgic entity. As with Gnosticism, 
it is an interesting tradition to study, due to its reliance upon an alternative 
‘creation myth’, which at points takes on a character of its own. While the 
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main Hermetic texts do not appropriate specific passages or episodes of 
the 7imaeus, as is the case with, for example, Philo or Plutarch, they do 
borrow the synthesised mass of Platonising interpretations of the dialogue. 
For example, the Nous (Mind) of the Poimandres which produces a second 
demiurgic Nous, is reminiscent of Numenius’ theory. This secondary Nous 
generates the world on behalf of the First Nous. The Governors can be 
associated with the planetary gods of the Timaeus. Like Gnosticism, Her- 
metism has a heritage which lies outside the realm of Greek philosophy, 
and this explains why the correspondences between this tradition and the 
Platonist one are not as strong as in other branches which drew inspiration 
from the Timaeus. However, in the rest of the Poimandres myth, the Demi- 
urge appears largely redundant. Though he does produce the world, the 
focus is on the descent of Man, in order to explain the high point of world- 
generation (the birth of mankind or more specifically the entrapment of 
that part of the godhead which goes on to become the human soul). 

Of particular interest in Hermetism is the manner in which various fea- 
tures of the demiurgic myth could be incorporated. There is a considerable 
difference in perspective between the Hermetic myths and philosophical 
interpretations. Firstly, Hermetism is devoid of the notion of a Demiurge 
who is continually active in the sense of continually ordering matter to 
prevent some kind of cosmic collapse. World-generation occurs as the 
result of an error leading to division within the godhead, resulting in a 
less desirable state within the supralunar realm, and Hermetism envisages, 
indeed aspires to, a return to this state. Unlike the philosophical tradi- 
tions, the interaction of immaterial entities upon material ones does not 
require explanation, and, in fact, the position they occupy within the myth 
can provide an impetus for altering their metaphysical function. Examples 
include the redundant Demiurge or the position of Logos between the 
lighter and heavier elements in the Poimandres (although this could also be 
interpreted in terms of a mediating entity). Again, the Logos is redundant 
due to the existence of the Second Nous. 

Hermetism welcomes Platonic elements into a structure developed out 
of the Egyptian religious tradition. Rather than developing the metaphys- 
ical aspect of the demiurgic concept, this tradition marshals the entities of 
philosophical discussions on the topic and uses them to people its myths. 
Hermetism welcomes such familiar features, as the concept that the cosmos 
is the Son of God (CH 1v.8), who aids God in world-generation (CHx.1.9), 
the role of Necessity in the Asclepius, or envisages demiurgy as the differ- 
entiation of unordered nature. What makes it particularly noteworthy is 
that it is the only tradition here analysed that posits a Demiurge, who is 
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largely irrelevant to its structure (the Gnostic Demiurge at least occupies a 
central position in the myth of Sophia), and testifies to how pervasive the 
concept was at this period with regard to speculations on the origin of the 
cosmos. 

Hermetism differs from Gnosticism in the use to which salvational 
knowledge can be put. It is possible for God to be revealed to the Hermetist 
through contemplation during life, rather than for this ‘knowledge’ to be 
only of real benefit after death, as is the case with Gnosticism. Rather than 
stressing that the nature of man is alien to the world, the Hermetist expresses 
his oneness with God, which tends to lead to a less severe anti-cosmic 
stance than is found in Gnosticism. Finally, Hermetism is not an elaborate 
metaphysical system, but a mechanism for achieving spiritual progress, 
which is rather sparse on technical metaphysical elements. Gnosticism, or 
at least certain systems thereof, had certain quasi-philosophical pretensions 
and this explains the greater emphasis on theoretical speculations. 

The Hermetica have traditionally been divided into two classes: the 
philosophical Hermetica and the ‘popular’, or perhaps more correctly, the 
technical Hermetica. Although I am not in principle in favour of drawing 
such a sharp distinction between the two, as has been done by earlier 
scholars working in this area, such as Festugiére, nevertheless only the 
philosophical texts need concern us here. As Fowden has shown, since 
the Hermetic texts cater for initiates at different levels of spiritual growth, 
attempts to categorise various sections of the corpus are doomed to fail.’ Yet 
for the purposes of analysing demiurgic causality in the Hermetic tradition, 
it is, I feel, justifiable to focus on the more technical treatises. 


The Poimandres 


Of particular interest for understanding the issue of demiurgic causality 
is the Poimandres; actually only the first tract of the Corpus Hermeticum, 
although when the Corpus was rediscovered in Western Europe, Marsilio 
Ficino was mistakenly led to believe that the title referred to the entire 
corpus. This is perfectly understandable. Poimandres not only plays a piv- 
otal role in the first Hermetic treatise, but is referred to implicitly in the 
eleventh and is mentioned twice (by name) in CH. xi. As Kingsley notes, 
it appears that the figure of Poimandres was much better known in antiq- 
uity than emerges from the surviving remnants of Hermetic literature.‘ It 
is important to bear in mind that Hermetism is not ‘serious philosophy’, 


3 Fowden: 1986, especially 97-104 4 Kingsley: 1993, 1 
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but a spiritual conviction, which contains philosophical elements. In the 
Poimandres, then, we have an example of revelation literature, in which 
Poimandres, the world-generator, reveals the truth concerning the struc- 
ture of the universe to Hermes; rather than a heavyweight metaphysical 
analysis. 

The role of the figure of Poimandres is key, not merely to understanding 
the tractate, but also other elements of the Hermetic corpus, is evinced by 
the concentrated efforts, not only during antiquity, but also in more recent 
scholarship, to discover the etymology of the name. In the thirteenth 
treatise, Nous is portrayed in the role of a shepherd (poimainein), while 
Zosimus provides an etymology, revealing Poimandres to be the troiutv 
(shepherd) of men (&v8pes).’ However, an accusative Poimenandra would 
imply a nominative Poimendner and following the normal evolution of 
Greek etymology, we need Poimandros, Poimanor or Poimenanér. It is 
clear, then, that the Greek etymologies of the name are folk, or secondary, 
etymologies, and to understand the name, Poimandres, we need to look 
for an Egyptian origin.° 

‘P’ is the masculine singular definite article, which has been constructed 
using the name of a divinity. Res is probably a Greek transcription of 
Re.’ It is proposed that Poimandres is actually a corruption of P-eime n- 
ré — ‘The intelligence of Re’. Parallels for a shift in Coptic ‘ei’ to Greek 
‘oi’ (which were both pronounced ‘7 by this time) exist and the genitive 
-nteré could easily have been altered to -dres in Greek. This would make 
Poimandres a philosophical abstraction. When he identifies himself: ‘I am 
Poimandres, the intelligence of the supreme authority’, his name and title 
are equivalent. In this sense, he parallels Pi-nous nte-piot, ‘the intelligence of 
the father’, found in the Gospel of Truth, or T-Pronoia n-t-authenteia, ‘the 
foreknowledge of the Supreme’, found in the Apocryphon of John.’ It is usu- 
ally considered a Greek trait to personify abstract philosophical ideas, but 
there are also Egyptian parallels, such as Sia ‘Intelligence’ and Hu “Word’. 
These two figures can, in a sense, be viewed as responsible for demiurgic 
causality in the Poimandres, where Nous and Logos are responsible for world- 
generation. During the Graeco-Roman period, Sia was often equated with 
Thoth, who is usually identified with Hermes Trismegistus, or else viewed 
as the initial revealer of Hermetism, while Hermes was its translator into 
Greek. One of Thoth’s titles was ’ib nRa, ‘the heart of Ra’, which made him 
the First Principle’s generative Intelligence. Poimandres must be another 


> Berthelot and Ruelle, 1887-88, ii. P.245, 6-7 = Tonelli: 1988, pp. 120.28 — 122.2 
6 Kingsley: 1993, 3 7 Kingsley: 1993, 4 8 Kingsley: 1993, 5 
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title of Sia or Thoth cast in the same role as a generative Intelligence. The 
etymology of the name is important in terms of understanding who exactly 
Poimandres is, helping to clarify certain strange elements which make no 
sense in terms of the Greek philosophical tradition. 

Initially, one is struck by the differences between the Poimandres and 
other Gnostic/Hermetic texts. The Demiurge may be separate from the 
supreme principle, but there is no indication that he is in any way opposed 
to it. Indeed, the division of the godhead, which can be seen as a fall, 
since it makes the godhead less perfect, can be blamed on the supreme 
principle itself, since it seems to be partially responsible for it. It is also 
difficult to be sure how radically dualist one should consider the treatise. 
It is not entirely clear whether matter is the product of the First Principle, 
which of necessity would be less radically dualist than treatises which posit 
pre-existent matter. However, in the Poimandres matter is actually real, as 
opposed to the Gospel of Truth where it is only real as long as one deems 
it real; a more dualistic stance. In the Poimandres, the material world is 
only inferior to the immaterial one; it is not actually described as evil. It 
could be argued that world-generation in the Poimandres actually fulfils 
a positive role, allowing the improvement of the godhead, as each of the 
parts of divinity trapped in the material world finally return to compose a 
more united godhead. However, it could equally be argued that with the 
restoration of the godhead, we return to the stage before world-generation; 
and therefore the production of the world, in fact, accomplishes nothing. 

The Poimandres is rich in material which helps to elucidate the nature 
of demiurgic causality, especially the cosmological section of the treatise 
(4-11). Poimandres first of all identifies himself as light, Mind, the shin- 
ing reason-principle (emanated) from Intellect and the son of God. This 
primordial light gives way to darkness, and has often been interpreted in 
dualist terms as can be observed by the subsequent comment at $4: eita 
Bot 2€ atts couvdphpes e€etréutreTo, cos cikdool pwvi| Tupds (“Then 
he uttered a cry of appeal, without articulation, such as I would com- 
pare to a voice of fire’). Festugiére regards this as the mark of opposition 
between a brutal elemental character, as evinced by the cry, and the sanc- 
tity of Logos, which he regards as speech denoting Reason. This plaintive 
cry, rather than denoting opposition, may be a sign of some sort of prior 
attachment between Light and Darkness; existing in the dramatic time 
before the opening of the treatise, as this generation myth commences 
in medias res. Darkness must therefore have existed prior to its appearance 
and the agitation it experiences seems to be a kind of primordial chaos. 
This attachment could explain why the Light becomes involved in the 
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material realm; perhaps producing the world by ordering matter as some 
kind of compassionate response.? 

The Light is the First Principle which then gives way to Darkness, the 
irrational, disorderly element, matter. Matter is not created by the Light, 
since it arises separately and there is no indication that it actually arises 
out of the Light. A dualism is set up through the opposing states of Light 
and Darkness, or the Nature it becomes. Light is serene (eU10s) and happy 
(iAapds), while Darkness is indescribably agitated (&pdtas TeTapayyevov) 
and fearful and gloomy (goBepdv te kai otuyvov). Light produces the 
hypostasis, Logos, by means of which it orders matter to produce the 
elements. It appears to be a compassionate response on the part of the Light 
to the agitation experienced by Darkness. Logos enables Nature to release 
fire and air, while earth and water remain behind intermingled, though it 
is unclear whether Logos acts as a mate or a midwife. In any case, their birth 
is equivalent to their differentiation from unordered Nature and so Logos is 
the mechanism of God’s world-generation. In this sense, it is equivalent to 
Philo’s Logos-Cutter. However, the author of the Poimandres did not need 
to postulate such an entity in order to insulate God from matter, since 
he later postulates the existence of a separate Demiurge. It seems that he 
adopts the terminology and personified abstractions of Greek philosophy, 
in order to adapt them to his mythological framework, but without actually 
understanding the reason for their introduction in the first place. These 
passages make very little sense in terms of Greek philosophy, and should, 
I feel, be read in terms of the Egyptian religious tradition. There is no 
strife between light and darkness; in fact the light turns into darkness 
and the fire (again a form of light) arises out of the darkness. This can 
be explained in terms of the Egyptian notion of cosmology paralleling the 
daily appearance of the sun, where darkness is not just the opposite of light, 
but also its primeval form. Since God is equated with the light and light is 
everything, God and the world are one: God is not actually a transcendent 
deity."° 

Fire and air, the lighter elements, attempt to reach the Light, and even 
though they fail in their attempt, they ascend above the Logos. This appears 
like a precursor to the entrapment of Man. The Logos is produced out of the 
Light and by the Light alone, while fire and air are produced out of Nature 
and so the Logos should occupy a position closer to God than they do. The 
Logos can be viewed as mating with Nature, just as subsequently Man does. 


9 Plotinus also uses light imagery (in relation to the Soul’s descent to Matter e.g. Enn. 11 [53] 12.24-30). 
0 R.A. Segal: 1986, 24 
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The Logos is, in a sense, entrapped in matter, since even though fire and air 
form the supralunar realm, this is still a material realm. Earth and water, as 
the heavier elements, sink to form the sublunar realm." This leaves Logos 
as a separative element between the supra- and sublunar worlds. 

Earth and water, for the moment, however, remain undifferentiated, 
their intermingling is only ended later (S11). In terms of Stoic cosmology, 
which shares numerous parallels with the generative account of the Poiman- 
dres, this is incomprehensible, but the same situation occurs in Gen. 1. 
Indeed, the Poimandres account reflects in many ways the structure of the 
Genesis account (and it must be the case that the Poimandres is influenced 
by Genesis, rather then the case that similarities are simply due to both 
narratives outlining world-generation; elements from other comogonical 
myths, such as a primeval monster or a cosmic egg, are here absent.)'* The 
order of generative events in both accounts is similar: in Poimandres, the 
world is generated in five stages: (1) the separation of light and darkness, 
(2) the separation of upper elements from lower, (3) the production of 
heavenly bodies, (4) production of birds and fish and (5) land animals. 
This differs only slighty from the arrangement of the six days in Genesis: 
(1) separation of light and darkness, (2) the separation of the waters above 
from those below, (3) generation of land, water and plants, (4) heavenly 
bodies, (5) birds and fish, (6) land animals. It will be noticed that the main 
difference is that the Poimandres simply assumes the production of land 
and water, but does not describe it. Dodds has also analysed the latter 
part of the Poimandres tractate, which does not deal with the generation 
of the world, but rather consists of a sort of ‘Gospel of Poimandres’. He 
demonstrates that the ethical vocabulary overlaps to a considerable extent 


* A similar creation myth is mentioned by Copenhaver: 1992, 97-8 which he finds in the first part 
of Papyri Graecae Magicae xm (‘Eighth Book of Moses’): “When the god laughed, seven gods 
were born (who encompass the cosmos ...). When he laughed first, Phos-Augé [Light-Radiance] 
appeared and irradiated everything and became god over the cosmos and fire... Then he laughed a 
second time. All was water. Earth, hearing the sound, cried out and heaved, and the water came to 
be divided into three parts. A god appeared; he was given charge of the abyss [of primal waters], for 
without him moisture neither increases nor diminishes. And his name is Eschakleo... When he 
wanted to laugh a third time, Nous or Phrenes [Mind or Wits] appeared holding a heart, because 
of the sharpness of the god. He was called Hermes; he was called Semesilam. The god laughed 
the fourth time, and Genna [Generative Power] appeared, controlling Spora [Procreation] ... He 
laughed the fifth time and was gloomy as he laughed and Moira [Fate] appeared... But Hermes 
contested with her... And she was the first to receive the sceptre of the world... He laughed the 
sixth time and was much gladdened, and Kairos [Time] appeared holding a sceptre, indicating 
kingship, and he gave over the sceptre to the first-produced god, [Phés] .. . When the god laughed 
a seventh time, Psyche [Soul] came into being, and he wept while laughing. On seeing Psyche, he 
hissed, and the earth heaved and gave birth to the Pythian serpent who foreknew all things ...’ 
Lines 161-205 (trans. Betz: 176-8). 
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with that of the Septuagint, but concludes that since much of this termi- 
nology is simply characteristic of the Hellenistic period, it is not possible 
to draw further conclusions."”? The fall of Man is cleary inspired by the 
story of Adam and Eve; the apple has been regarded as an allegory for a 
sexual transgression and has simply been discarded. The Poimandres is also 
similar to Jewish apocalyptic literature, especially 2 Enoch, as outlined by 
Pearson.'* In the Poimandres, Hermes is almost asleep when he receives 
a vision, he is called by name by a large being and God then reveals a 
cosmology to him. In 2 Enoch, Enoch is at first asleep and then awakes 
to receive a vision; he is called by name by two very large men and God 
then reveals a cosmology to him. In both, the making of man is sevenfold 
(Poimandres §§12-19; 2 Enoch 30:89). 

The separation of Word from God by fire and air, which rise up to 
occupy the position between God and his Logos, is strange in the context 
of §6: “This is what you must know: that in you which sees and hears is the 
Word of the Lord, but your mind is God the Father; they are not divided 
from one another, for their union is life.’ Here Word and Mind are portrayed 
as united, but perhaps this refers to the union within the individual. Yet, 
since man is the microcosm of the universe, if Word and Mind are united 
within him, they should also be united in the overall metaphysical scheme, 
which is clearly not the case. 

CH 1.7 presents the role of fire during world-generation: “But when he 
raised his head, I saw in my mind the light of powers beyond number and 
a boundless cosmos that had come to be. The fire, encompassed by great 
power and subdued, kept its place fixed.’ The countless powers in the light 
must be the Forms. The relationship between the Forms and the Fire is 
unclear. It is also unclear what exactly the great power which subdues the 
fire is. The Demiurge is subsequently presented as lord over the fire and 
so he is one candidate. Unfortunately, he does not exist at this stage. As 
elsewhere in the Poimandres, the interaction of an immaterial entity upon 
a material one is not properly explained. 

Poimandres responds to the issue of creatio ex nihilo claiming that the 
elements of nature have arisen ‘from the will of God, which having taken 
the Logos and having seen the beautiful cosmos, copied it, having been 
made into a cosmos by means of its own elements and its production of 
souls’.> It is implied that the Demiurge does not produce the archetype of 
the sensible world, but it does seem that he actually makes the elements 


3° Dodd: 1935, 173-5 4 Pearson: 1990, 138-9 
'S CH18. This raises the question of where the Word came from. 
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(though he may accomplish this merely by ordering pre-existent matter, 
like the Demiurge of the 7imaeus), since it is claimed that they arise from 
the desire of God. The question here is whether BouvAn can be regarded 
as a hypostasis of God. It may actually have the force of ‘Will’. In any 
case, it is clearly a female generative principle, perhaps part of the Sophia 
figure in Philonic terms. It may be another term for Nature, which is 
also female."® Like Nature, Will receives the Word of God. However, it 
is not clear that Nature actually arose out of God, while the Will must 
have. The Will and the Word cannot be identical; aside from the fact 
that Word is masculine and Will is feminine, they are described as mating 
with each other. Will must be an entity that already exists, rather than 
an unmentioned entity which arises along with Word, and so this leaves 
Nature as the only suitable candidate. The highest principle then proceeds 
to produce a second demiurgic Nous (étepov Notv Snuioupyoév), rather 
like the system found in Numenius. The androgynous Mind, identified 
with life and light, produces this Demiurge by speaking. The second Nous 
produces the planetary entities, referred to here as Governors (8101KnTés). 

The Governors’ rule of the world constitutes Fate. The term 4 S10iKnots 
toU Kdouou is a standard Stoic expression for the ‘government’ of the 
world’. It is the Demiurge who produces the planets (‘governors/heavenly 
gods’), although it is not explicitly stated who generates the sensible world. 
I think that we must assume that it is the Demiurge, since the Governors 
only seem to encircle or take control of what was already there. In any case, 
the situation is clarified further on in the text: 


émmmSnoev evOus éx Tdv Katapep@v otoiyeiov [tod feo] 6 tot Geot 
Adyos eis TO KaBapOov Ti}s PUTEWS SNMLOUPy NG, Kai vad TH SNuloupya 
N& (6poota10s yap tv), Kal KateAcipOn [Ta] Aya TK KaTwpEpT) THs 
QUoEWS OTOIXEIA, ws Eivar UANV Yovnv. 6 Se Snuloupyds Notis ouv TH 
Aoyo, 6 TEpIIoxwVv TOUS KUKAOUS Kai Sivdyvy Pollo, ~oTpEwEe TA ExUTOU 
Snuloupy tata Kai elace oTpEMecbar dT’ &pyFis dopiotou eis aTrEPAVTOV 
TéAos: GPXEeTal yap, ov Aryyel- t SE TOUTHV Trepipopad, Kabas BEANCEV 
Nots, ék THv KatwpepOyv otoixelwv Ca iveyKev GAoya (ov yup éreixe 
tov Adyov), dtp Sé TreTEWe fweyKe, Kal TO USap vnKT&: Siakexapiotat Sé 
at’ dAAtAwv f Te yi] Kal T6 USap, Kabos HOEANCEV 6 Nous, Kai <t yfi> 
é€tweyxKev tr avtiis & elxe Ca TetTpdTIOSa <Kal> EpTreTa, Onpia aypia 
kal TuEpa. 


From the downward-tending elements, the Word of God immediately leapt 
up to the pure demiurgy of Nature and united with the demiurgic Mind (for 
it was of the same substance) and the downward-tending elements of Nature 


8 Segal: 1986, 30 
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were left behind so that they were only matter. But the demiurgic Mind, 
together with the Word, encompassing the circles and rotating them in a 
rushing motion, turned around his own demiurgy and permitted them to 
turn from a beginning without an end to an end without limit. For it begins 
where it terminates. And revolving exactly as Mind wished, they brought 
forth from the downward-tending elements living things devoid of reason, 
(for they did not retain the Word/Reason), and the air produced winged 
creatures and the water swimming ones. And earth and water were separated 
from each other, exactly as Mind desired, and ‘earth’ brought forth from 
itself the four-footed and crawling creatures, wild and tame animals, which 


she held within herself, (CH 1.10—-11) 


According to this, the First Nous remains the sovereign cause of world- 
generation, even though he acts via his son, the Nous Demiurge."” This is 
seen in the constant emphasis on everything occurring according to the 
desire of Mind. The Word seems to be another hypostasis of the First 
Mind, which is closely associated with the Demiurge. The collaboration 
between Word and the Demiurge in world-generation is perhaps to be 
explained as a remnant of the role played in creation by Sia (Intelligence 
of the First Principle) and Hu (Word of the First Principle), rather than 
in Greek metaphysical terms. It seems that the author may have perhaps 
had enough knowledge of Greek philosophy to posit a divine Logos to 
separate his First Principle from matter, but then goes on to posit a second 
demiurgic Nous which renders this principle redundant. 

The Poimandres is attempting to integrate two rival cosmological tra- 
ditions and that is the reason for two separate demiurgic figures. Since 
the Demiurge is described as étepos vots, he functions as the mind of the 
material world, much as God acts as the mind of the immaterial one. The 
Demiurge is more of an independent entity than the Word, which is really 
just a tool of God. Unlike Word, although the Demiurge descends, he does 
not sink below the realm of fire. The manner in which Word leaps out of 
earth to unite with him echoes the manner in which fire and air escaped 
from Nature. 

It also implies that Word was trapped in matter and needed to be 
rescued. Such a reading would at least have the benefit of providing a 
good reason for the generation of the Demiurge; though it is still unclear 
how an instrument of God could become entrapped. Yet it seems that the 
Demiurge arises to generate the material world out of the elements released 


7 Nock and Festugiére: 1946, 21 n. 33. cf. §12: TapéSaoxe TH EaxuTod TdvTa Snuloupynuata, ‘and he 
entrusted him with all his demiurgic productions’. 
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by Word, and Word utilises this opportunity to escape, rather than that 
the Demiurge was generated in order to release the Word. 

The Demiurge also appears morally better than Man since he never 
sinks into the material world. The evilness of his production cannot be 
reconciled with his presentation here. He never appears as evil or even 
ignorant in the Poimandres. If he is merely following God’s orders, then 
the evilness of the material world has to be blamed on God, rather than 
on him. By setting the planets in rotation, the Demiurge impels Earth and 
Water to separate and bring forth living beings. This mode of production 
is only indirect. 


6 5€ TavtTwv Tratnp 6 Nous, dv Cat) kai pds, atreKUNoEV AvOpatrov auto 
ioov, o NPdoAN ws iSiou TOKOU- TEPIKAAAT!S yap, TH TOU TraTpds EikOva 
Exov: SvTWS YAP Kal 6 BEds PAO Tijs ISias HOPOT|s, TaPESaKe TA Eaxu- 
ToU TaVTA SNIoupy YATE, Kal KaTAVOT|Oas 5é Thy TOU Anuioupyot KTioiw 
év TO Tupi, NBouANOn Kal avUTOs SnploupyEiv, Kal ouvexwpron aro TOU 
TTATPOS: YEVOLEVOS Ev TH STNUWIOUPYIKT] Opaipa, EEwv Thy Taoav éouciav, 
KATEVOTOE TOU ASEAMOU Ta SNIOUPy NATE, O1 SE NPACENoav aUTOU, Ekao- 
Tos 5& HETESISOU THis ISias TaEEWS: Kal KATAYABOY THY TOUTAV OUCIaV Kal 
uETAAABaoY Tis AUTAHV QUoEws NROUANON &vappiEai Thy TepiMépElav TOV 
KUKA®V, Kl TO KPaTOS TOU ETTIKEILEVOU ETI TOU TUPOS KATAVOTCO. 


Mind, the Father of everything, light and life, produced Man; similar to 
himself, whom he loved as his own child. For he was most beautiful, and had 
the appearance of his father. For God was really in love with his own image, 
and he entrusted him with his demiurgic productions. And Man, having 
observed the productions of the Demiurge in the fire, himself wished to 
engage in demiurgy, and this was agreed to by the father and entering into 
the demiurgic sphere, having been awarded complete authority, he observed 
the demiurgic productions of his brother, and the Governors loved him and 
each gave him something of his own order and learning completely their 
essence and partaking of their nature, the man wished to burst through the 
circumference of the circles and to inspect the power of the one placed over 


the fire. (CH 1.12—13) 


Perhaps surprisingly, the highest principle is here identified as Nous (in 
Gnosticism, Nous is normally only the highest aeon). Outside the Poiman- 
dres the only other parallel, to my knowledge, is the Naassene vduos jv 
YEVIKOS TOU TTAVTOS O TIPWTOTOKOS vows." However, there are stronger con- 
nections within Greek philosophy. Anaxagoras posited Nous as the highest 
God: kai 60a ye wuyty éxer Kal Te Yella Kal TA EAdoow, TAVTOV vous 
Kpatei, ‘and Mind has power over all things, both greater and lesser, which 


8 The generative principle of everything was the First-born Mind’, Ps.-Hipp. Ref. v.10; 102, 23 W. 
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have soul’.”” Plato expresses the same idea at Phileb. 28c6: Tavtes yap ouL- 
gavotolv of cogol, EXUTOUS SvTWwS CEUVUVOVTES, WS voUs EoTl BaolAEUsS 
fuiv oUpavot Te Kai yfjs, ‘for all the wise men are in agreement — feeling 
awe in this — that Mind is king of heaven and of earth’. The identification 
is also found in Middle Platonism (cf Alcinous 10.2 and Numenius Fr. 
17 Des Places). The tendency is also observable in the Church Fathers, 
Clement of Alexandria at Strom. 4.25 (317.11 Stahlin) states: TAdtov tov 
Tov idedv Gewpntikov BEeov Ev avOpartrois Croeobai gnol- vos SE ywpa 
iSev, vols 8é 6 Beds, ‘Plato says that the God able to perceive the Forms 
lives in man, and Mind is the place of the Forms and Mind is God.’ 

This passage is problematic, since unlike in other systems which posit a 
fall which occurs within the godhead itself, such as Valentinianism, where 
a lower entity is responsible, here the First Nous is responsible for the fall 
as the result of an act of narcissism. God falls in love with Man, because 
he sees in Man the reflection of his own beauty. God has to make Man, 
since if he was produced by the Demiurge, he could only be his equal, not 
better than him. Word and the Demiurge are both subordinate to God. 
The Demiurge is another Mind. However, Man is God’s equal (icos $12). 
Even though God brings forth (étroxuéw) both the Demiurge and Man, it 
is only Man who bears the image of his father and whom God loves as his 
son. Since God is perfect, it is acceptable for him to love Man, although 
the sense here is sexual (pda $12). What is wrong is that in his love of 
Man, God forgets that Man is only a part of God, not a separate entity, 
and it is this that allows God to grant Man permission to separate from the 
godhead, which necessarily results in a less perfect order than that which 
existed before. 

Man here is clearly the ancestor of archetypal man. If the Demiurge has 
already generated the material world, it is unclear what remains for Man 
to produce. Furthermore, there seems to be an element of rivalry in Man’s 
desire to engage in demiurgy in order to emulate the Demiurge. It seems 
rather as if he is to oversee his brother, since he was to have all authority in 
the craftsman’s sphere. It is not apparent why God should hand over the 
generated world to Man and dispossess the Demiurge from a philosophical 
perspective; this can only be explained, I think, as a result of God’s love for 
Man. 

Another problem concerns the gifts of the Governors. Normally, in the 
Gnostic tradition this is negative; the mechanism by which the Governors 
trap Man. But that is quite clearly not the case here. The Governors act 


) Anaxagoras, Fr. 12 
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out of love and since they are the productions of the Demiurge, I think 
that they must do this with his consent. This problem is linked to why 
God lets Man engage in demiurgy in the first place. If Man is ensnared by 
the machinations of the Governors, then the First Principle cannot be held 
completely responsible for the fall of Man. From §13, it seems that the error 
may not have been Man’s initial descent, but his second descent into the 
realm of fire, which I interpret to mean the sublunar realm, since he does 
not do this with the permission of the First Principle, and it seems to be 
motivated by nothing other than idle curiosity. In trying to trace the point 
at which the error that involved world-generation, or the generation of 
Man at any rate, occurred, it is useful to turn to the eschatological section 
of the Poimandres: 


Kal oUTws dpue AoITIOV &va 81d THs KPYOVIAS, Kal TH TEaTH Cwovn Sidwor 
Thy avEnrixty evepyelav Kal Ti pEloTiKy, Kal TH SeuTéepa Thy unxaviy 
TOV KaKdv, SoAov &vEevépyntov, Kal TH TeITH Thy éeTIOuUENTIKHY atTraTHY 
a&vevépyttov, Kal TH TETAOTH Thy &PXOVTIKHY TEOgaviay ATAEOVEKTTTOV, 
Kal TH TEUTITN TO Bpdoos TO Avdolov Kal Tis TOAUNS THY TIPOTIETELOV, Kal 
TH EKTH TAS AQopyas Tas KaKaS TOU TAOUTOU &vEvepyT|ToUS, Kal TH EBSoun 
Cov TO Evedpevov wetdos. 

And then the human rushes up through the framework (of the universe) and 
he surrenders the activity of increase and decrease at the first zone and at the 
second the contrivance of evils, now a device no longer actualised and at the 
third the now inactive deceit of longing and at the fourth the eminence of 
the Archon, now devoid of excess and at the fifth impious courage and the 
headlong rush of daring and at the sixth the now inactive wicked impulses 
of wealth and at the seventh zone ensnaring falsehood. (CH 1.25) 


The shedding of the ‘gifts’ of the Governors as the soul ascends towards 
salvation, as well as the description of what the ‘gifts’ actually are indicates 
that they are evil. The gifts comprise ‘the energy of increase and decrease’, 
‘machination’, ‘arrogance’, ‘unholy presumption’, ‘daring recklessness’, ‘the 
evil impulses that come from wealth’ and ‘deceit’. These impulses become 
inactive as the soul ascends. This contrasts with §13 describing the bestowal 
of the gifts. If Man’s fall began with his descent into the sublunar realm, 
then to be saved he only needs to return to the supralunar realm; he does 
not need to shed the gifts of the Governors. The fact that he does indicates 
that these played a role in his fall. In order to enter the (region of) the 
Ogdoad, the human soul has to be stripped of the effects of the cosmic 
framework. They are then transformed into ‘powers’ before they can enter 
into the godhead. 
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The First Principle is transcendent, since he is described as located 
beyond the ogdoadic region. The return of the human soul to the godhead 
is the restoration of Man to his rightful place in the cosmic scheme. Certain 
scholars, such as Segal, have been tempted to see in this a denial of the 
validity of world-generation, since it marks a return to the position before 
it occured. But surely, the material world would continue to exist; it is just 
that humanity would no longer possess a material form. All that would 
be undone would be the fall of Man, which was not foreseen or intended 
by the First Principle. This indicates that the descent of Man in order to 
engage in demiurgy was a mistake, and along with the fact that he casts off 
the gifts of the Governors in order to return to God, reveals that his fall 
occurred with his desire to participate in world-generation, not with his 
entry into the sublunar region. 

This is in keeping with the treatise’s denunciation of the material world, 
since it means that Man’s desire to engage in demiurgic activity (not just the 
jealousy that motivates this desire) is evil. Segal goes a step further, claiming 
that Man’s fall may, in fact, begin with his separation from God,”° that is 
to say with his birth, in which case the First Principle is actually culpable 
on two accounts: for the generation of Man, which seems to be utterly 
pointless in terms of demiurgic causality and motivated by nothing other 
than narcissism, and secondly, for consenting to Man’s desire to create. 
Perhaps this scheme was meant to be along the lines of the Numenian 
one, with the First Principle handing over all of creation to Man, in order 
to retire and contemplate the Intelligibles. However, there is no evidence 
for this in the text, and there is no reason why God should hand over the 
material world to Man, rather than to the Demiurge. It seems, then, that 
no justification can be found for the generation of Man. 


Kal 6 ToU Tév OvnTAv KOoLOU Kal TV GAdywv Cav EXov THA éouciayv 
Sia Tis Apuovias TapéKupev, &vappTEas TO KUTOS, Kal E5e1€ TH KaATW@EpET 
QuOoEL TI KAA Tot B00 yopgTy, dv iS0Uca &kOpEoTOV KGAAOS <Kai> 
Taoay évépyelav Ev EXUT EXOVTA THY SioiknTOpwyv Thy TE LOPOT To 
Geot EueiSiacev Epwtl, ws ATE Tis KAAAioTNS YOpgi|s TOU Avfpatrou TO 
Eidos Ev TO WSaT1 iSotoa Kal TO oKiaoua ETT Tis yijs. 6 SE IScov Thy Suoiav 
auTd popogny év aut ovoav év TH USanTl, EpiAnoe Kal NBouAndn avtot 
oikeiv: Gua Sé TH BouAt éyeveto Evepyeia, Kal OKNoE Thy GAoyov yopgry: 
1) SE QUOIs AaBotoa Tov Ep@pEVOV TEPIETIAGKN SAN Kal Eulynoav: EpapEvOI 
yap joa. 


And Man, having complete authority over the cosmos of mortals and over 
irrational animals, when he had burst out of the vault, he peered out of 


20 Segal: 1986, 37 
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the framework (of the cosmos) and he exhibited to the downward-tending 
nature the beautiful form of God, and Nature, seeing the one whose beauty 
is insatiate and who contains within himself all the activity of the governors 
and the form of God, she smiled with love, since she saw the appearance of 
the most beautiful form of Man upon the water and his shadow upon the 
earth. And Man, seeing a shape similar to himself upon the water, as it was 
in Nature itself, he fell in love and he wished to inhabit it. And the desire 
and the activity occurred simultaneously and he dwelt in the irrational form. 
And Nature, seizing her beloved, embraced him completely and mingled 
with him. For they were lovers. (CH 1.14) 


Nature’s love is understandable — she is drawn to a superior entity, as Man 
is the final emanation of the supreme principle, who resembles it in form. 
It seems that what we have here is some attempt by the inferior world to 
order itself in response to what is above. This union between Man and 
Nature symbolises the descent of the most perfect creature of the First God 
into matter. 

However, Man’s love is less noble than that of pvots. He initially falls in 
love not with Nature, but with his own reflection. In this sense, he parallels 
the Father of All, Nous, who falls in love with Man, as the reflection of 
his own image. In the Poimandres, this marriage of Man with matter can 
be viewed in cosmological terms; explaining the manner in which the 
human form became enmattered; although here it is through no fault of 
the Demiurge’s. In later accounts of the myth, the focus tends to be more 
on anthropological aspects; the Poimandres is viewed as an explanation of 
the dual nature of humanity (immortal and mortal elements). This was 
possibly borrowed from Persian speculation. 

Bousset”' records a treatise of the Emperor Julian, The Hymn to the 
Mother of the Gods, which deals with the Attis myth.** Here a similar situ- 
ation is observable. Attis lusts after the Nymph and sinks into matter as a 


*t Bousset: 1907, 184-5 

» Sallustius, De deis et mundo 4.8-9 draws heavily upon the treatise of his friend, the Emperor Julian 
Eis thv Mntépa Tébv Geddv: ‘H yév ovv Mijtnp Tdv Oedv Cwoydvos éoTi Oed, Kai 81% Toto Miytnp 
KoAgita1-6 Sé “ATTIs TV yivopevoeov Kai PElpoueveov SNULoupyds, Kal 51a ToUTO Tapa Ta FaAAC 
AéyeTtar eupebiivai ToTAEa: 6 yap [aAAos Tov yoAa€iav aivittetal KUKAOV... Ep& 5€ 6 “AtTis Tis 
Nuyons: ai 5& Nuypar yeveoews Epopor... étrel Sé ESe1 OTFval THv yéveow Kai uN TOV EoyaTwv 
yevéobal Tl XEipov, 6 Tatita Tro1dv Snploupyos Suvayers yovivous aeis eis Tv yéveoiv TAAW 
ouvaTrTEeTal Tois Ocois. 


‘For the Mother of the gods is the life-producing divinity and for this reason she is called “Mother”; 

and Attis is the Demiurge of what is generated and of what decays and on account of this he is said 
to be found beside the river Gallus; for Gallus represents the galaxy (Milky Way). . . Attis loves a 
nymph and the nymphs are the overseers of generation . . . but since it is necessary that generation 
be stopped at some point and that it does not generate something lower than what is worst, the 
Demiurge, having made these things, casts off his generative powers into generation and is joined 
to the gods once again.’ 
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result of this love. This sets into motion the generation of the world. The 
divine Mother is angry at this and Attis has to abandon the Nymph and 
return to her. This parallels the Poimandres in its postulation of a return 
of the divine part of Man to the godhead, and can be interpreted as the 
desire of Primeval Man to escape from Matter. Again, this postulates an 
anthropological interpretation, even though the myth also has a cosmo- 
logical role, explaining as it does the events that set world-gemeration in 
motion.” 

The actual mating of Man with Nature is problematic. Nature is attracted 
to Man, not just because of his beauty, but also because of his power 
(évépyeia §14). Segal claims that Man sees Nature himself, not his projec- 
tion of himself onto her. Upon the sight, he then spontaneously projects 
this image onto her, which then becomes enmattered in Nature. Segal 
regards this as the moment of Man’s entrapment.*+ However, I think that 
Man sees a projection of himself (his reflection in the water) and falls in 
love with it. Once he formulates this desire, he becomes spontaneously 
embedded in Nature, since his wish and action are simultaneous. 

This descent into Nature is motivated by Man’s sexuality. However, 
Man’s initial descent is motivated by his desire for power; to either emu- 
late or replace his brother, the Demiurge. Man is the ‘Son of God’ and 
Nature is female. Since the result of this union is archetypal Man, who 
is androgynous, Man must surely be an androgyne. This means that he 
should not really experience sexual desire (in the sense of the ‘desire for 
the missing half illustrated by Aristophanes’ speech in the Symposium). In 
any case, as an immaterial entity, he should be asexual (unless sexual desire 
is interpreted as some sort of spiritual lust; Sophia’s desire to know the 
Father in the Valentinian myth has strong sexual overtones). Furthermore, 
it is not clear how he could appease the sexual desire of a material entity 
or actually mate with her. 

The gifts of the ‘Governors’ (subordinate Archons headed by the Demi- 
urge, each of whom resides within a planetary sphere) cannot, I think, be 


3 Julian himself explains the situation as follows at Hymn to the Mother of the Gods 8 : Ovx &tottov 
ovv [ei] Kai tov “Attiv tottov fyibedv tive eivai, BovAeTar yap St) Kai 6 pUOos TotTo, La&AAov 
Sé Bedv pév TH Travti- Tpdelol Te yap ék TOU Tpitou Sqyloupyow (as Bousset notes at this point 
‘das klingt bereits ganz gnostisch’) kai émiouvéyetor TaAW ETtl Thy Mytépa Té&v Gedv peta TH 
EKTOUT: ETrEl SE GAws PéTIEIV Kal veUElv eis THY UANv Soxei, Becdv yev EoxatTov, Eapyov SE THv 
Beiov yevOv aTravTwv oUK AV GuapTOI TIs AUTOV UTTOAGBoov. 
‘It is not surprising that Attis is a certain demigod, for this is what the myth means, or rather he is 
in fact a god, because he proceeds from the third demiurge and he is called back to the mother of 
the gods after his castration. When he seems to wholly incline and to tend towards matter, someone 
who supposes him to be the last of the gods, but the first of all divine genera would not be wrong.’ 

4 Segal: 1986, 38 
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responsible here. There is no indication that they implant sexual desire in 
Man, and, in fact, he falls in love with the image of his material self. Nature 
is not responsible for what seems to be a pre-existent sexual desire in Man, 
though there is no indication how it came to be there. In any case, if Nature 
is guilty of having tempted Man, it is equally clear that Man is only too 
happy to be tempted (épapevor yap joav). I think that Nature is the means 
by which Man brings to fulfilment his own narcissistic desires, a repetition 
in some sense of the role that Man plays for the First Principle. The mating 
of Man with Nature creates more philosophical difficulties than it solves. 
Ironically, it means that the highest point of world-generation, humanity, 
was not actually envisaged either by the Demiurge or by the First Principle. 
I think that the whole episode can best be explained in terms of the mythic 
framework of the Poimandres, where Man has a complete persona and is 
more than just an abstract philosophical entity. 


The mechanics of demiurgy 


At CH1.17, we are provided with a description of the manner in which the 
elements interact during the generation of the world. Earth is the female 
element, water does the fertilising (and is therefore the male component), 
Fire allows what has been generated to mature, while Nature works as 
an efficient cause, taking spirit from aether and producing bodies in the 
form of Man. Nature confusingly takes spirit from the aether, when she 
already has an immaterial element in the form of enmattered Man. In 
most Gnostic texts, the body of Man is the product either of the Demiurge 
or the Archons/Governors (identified with the planetary gods), but here 
the human body is the product of Nature. Nature’s borrowing of spirit 
from the aether reminds one of the relationship which Aristotle envisages 
between pneuma and aether. Pneuma appears similar to Aristotle’s fifth 
element, although its activity focuses more in the sublunar domain.» The 
Demiurge of the Poimandres plays a relatively unimportant role in the 
cosmogonical myth. Once he has produced the Governors, he retires into 
a passive obscurity. 

CH 1.18 outlines the mechanism of world-generation by division adopted 
by the supreme god: 


Tis TEp1oSou TETIANPwPEVT|S EAUEN O TAVTOV OUVSEOHOS EK RoUAT\s BeoU- 
TravTa yap Cada &ppevobnAea Svta S1eAvEeTo Gua TH &vOparw Kal EyeveTo 


25 For more on this, see Edel: 1982, 53-4 and 412 n. 22; Aristotle, GA and MA; Solmsen: 1957; Solmsen: 
1961, especially 169-78. 
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TH pEv Kppevikd év pepe, TA SE OnAUKa dyoiws. 6 SE Beds EvOUS Eitrev 
ayiw Aoyo, AvEdveobe Ev avErjoel Kal TANPUveode Ev TANOEl TAVTA TH 
KTIoVaTa Kal SNUWloupynYaTa, Kal dvayvwoploatw <O> Evyous EauTOV 
dévta &bdvatov, Kal Tov aitiov Tot Favatou EpwTa, Kal TaVTA TX SVT. 


Upon the completion of the cycle, the bond ofall things was dissolved by the 
counsel of God. For all living creatures, being androgenous, were divided, 
including humans, and part became male and in a similar manner, part 
became female. But God immediately delivered a holy oration: ‘increase in 
increments and become numerous in numbers, all you generated things and 
demiurgic productions and let the one who is thoughtful recognise that he 
is immortal and that love is the cause of death and let him recognise all that 
is in being’. 
There is no reason why the First Principle should suddenly introduce the 
division of the sexes at this point. Humans are already in existence as a result 
of the fall of Man, and there seems to be no reason why the First Principle 
should split them. All living beings, according to this, were originally 
androgynous. In the case of Man, this is easily explained as the result of the 
fall of his archetypal ancestor, but why should this be the case with other 
living beings? If it was the case, as the result of the design of the Demiurge, 
there seems to be no point in changing it at this stage. In the Gnostic and 
Hermetic traditions, reproduction is often presented as a source of evil 
and it is unclear why the First Principle should be the one to divide the 
androgynes, and advocate sexual reproduction. Equally strange is the fact 
that just after doing this, he then delivers a tirade against it. I think that 
it is likely that it is only sexual intercourse among humans that is actually 
condemned. In any case, the idea of a primordial androgynous ancestor is 
not uncommon. It occurs in the Gnostic creation myth mentioned in the 
Refutation of Pseudo-Hippolytus during his discussion of the Naassenes: 
‘For man is androgyne, they say... Attis was castrated... and has passed 
over to the eternal substance above, where there is neither male nor female 
but a new creation, a new man, who is androgyne’ (5.7.14—15). The same 
notion can also be found in biblical texts.*° Under the influence of Gen. 
1:27, Philo thought that humans were created in a divine image that was 
either bisexual or sexually undetermined. 

The mechanism of reproduction by sexual intercourse is then established 
by Providence, through the instrument of Fate and ‘through the cosmic 
framework’ (4puovia).”” As in the Asclepius, it is apparent that Providence 
and Fate are only instruments of the supreme god, not independent entities 


6 Cf. Gal. 3.28, 6.15; Eph. 2:15, 4:24 27 CH 1.19 
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existing outside his control. Providence only acts after God has spoken. 
The allusion to Fate and the cosmic framework echoes again the Asclepius: 
the Demiurge or higher powers influence the world through the revolution 
of the stars. 

It is difficult to understand the explanation of demiurgy presented in the 
Poimandres in terms of Greek philosophy. God appears to be both omnipo- 
tent and omniscient. He wilfully produces a world, which he then decides 
to oppose. The Poimandres never explains or resolves this paradox. To a 
certain extent, world-generation is presented as a fait accompli. However, as 
Segal points out, once the Poimandres is read in terms of myth, it becomes 
possible to find a solution. The god of the Poimandres may be omnipotent 
and omniscient, but he is still capable of acting contrary to his knowledge, 
as in myth even the chief god may act under the influence of emotion. 
The Poimandres does not attempt to conceal this paradox, but neither does 
the author seem to perceive the need to resolve it. As Jonas notes: “The 
Plotinian descensus of Being, in some respects an analogy to the Gnostic 
one, proceeds through the autonomous movement of impersonal concept 
by an internal necessity that is its own justification. The Gnostic descen- 
sus cannot do without the contingency of subjective affect and will.’** In 
the Poimandres, we have a perfect example of the flaws which Plotinus 
perceived in Gnosticism, not merely their radical dualism, but also the 
emphasis on revelatory assertion, rather than rational argumentation. 

The myth of the Poimandres is so problematic in philosophical terms as 
an explanation of demiurgy that there are those who prefer to read it in psy- 
chological terms. Jung regarded Gnosticism as the predecessor of alchemy. 
Just as alchemy sought to turn a base metal into gold, Gnosticism sought 
to liberate the soul from the baseness of matter. He mistakenly equated 
the Demiurge with Anthropos.*? For Jung, the Poimandres explains not 
world-generation, but the development of man’s psyche. The interrelation 
of the immaterial godhead and unordered matter represents the emergence 
of the ego out of the consciousness. As he comments: “Gnosticism long 
ago projected this state of affairs into the heavens in the form of a meta- 
physical drama: ego-consciousness appearing as the vain Demiurge, who 
fancies himself the sole creator of the world and the self as the highest 


28 Jonas: 1967, 193 

9 ‘The primordial figure of the quaternity coalesces for the Gnostics with the figure of the Demiurge 
or Anthropos. He is, as it were, the victim of his own creative act, for, when he descended into 
Physis, he was caught in her embrace. The image of the anima mundi or Original Man latent in the 
dark of matter expresses the presence of a transconscious centre, which because of its quaternary 
character and its roundness, must be regarded as a symbol of wholeness.’ (Jung: 1969, 197-8.9) 
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unknowable God, whose emanation the Demiurge is.’ Jung radically alters 
the meaning of the Poimandres because he reads it in psychological, rather 
than metaphysical terms. Whatever the merits of Jung’s theory, it does 
show that the Poimandres lends itself more easily to being read in terms 
other than metaphysical and should be treated more as a myth than as 
‘serious’ philosophy. 


Other texts 


CH 11 attempts to discover whether God is an essence or not. At CH 11.6, 
the author denies that God exists as a spatial area (totr0s), but rather as a 
form of energy (évépyeia), which is responsible for motion in the cosmos, 
although he himself remains motionless. At §12, this point is reiterated, 
but it appears that the Receptacle of the Timaeus has somehow become 
equated with Aristotle’s Unmoved Mover: 


TOV OUV TOTTOV TOV év G@ KivEeITOL TO TeV, TI EiTropEev;...Nots SAos é& 
OAou EQUTOV EUTTEPIEXOV, EAEUBEPOS OMUATOS TAVTOS, ATAaVT|s, aTrabNs, 
Kvagrs, AUTOS Ev EXUTH EOTAS, KWPENTIKOS TOV TaVTOV Kal OwTTIPIOS 
T&v Svtwv, oU Gotrep aKTivés eiot TO &yabdv, fh dATGe1a, TO GpxeTUTIOV 
TIVEUUATOS, TO GPXETUTIOV WuUXTIS. 

What have we said concerning that place in which the universe is 
moved?... For the entire Mind encloses itself entirely, free from all body, 
unwandering, free from affectation, untouched, being at rest in itself, able 
to contain all things and preserving everything in being, so that the good, 
the truth and the archetype of spirit, as well as the archetype of soul are its 
rays. 


In the Hermetic texts, totros has three separate functions. It is (1) the space 
occupied by a body, (2) the divine Logos with which God fills the universe 
with incorporeal powers and (3) God, as that which contains all things and 
which is his own place (attdés oT YaPa ExUTOU, KEexoPTNKOS EXUTOV).*° 
This Intellect, tétros, is a god, but he is not the First God. This shift from 
passive Receptacle to an independent divine entity is as interesting as it is 
unnecessary. It does, however, help to explain the interaction between the 
supreme transcendent God, and the cosmos. It is evident that the First God 
does not occupy a place in this world, and that He is above all Intellect, as 
well as all essence (§5). 

The same idea can be found at CH v.10 where there is no space around 
God because He embraces everything: ot tétros éoti Trepi of, ‘there is no 


3° Nock and Festugitre: 1946, 39 n.14 
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space around you’. At x1.18, there is the comment that if all things are 
contained in God, they are not contained in the same manner as in a spatial 
area. Finally, as Festugiére points out, in the Excerpta ex Theodoto 34, 37, 
38 ss, TOTO is used as a name for God. 

At CH 11 we have an account of world-generation which parallels that of 
the Poimandres; the light elements separate themselves from the others by 
rising, and the heavy ones sink down, and all this division is accomplished 
by fire. However, here world-generation is performed by a number of 
subordinate Demiurges: 


GviiKe SE EKAOTOS BEd SIA THis ISias SuVaEWS TO TPOOTAYXBEV AUTH, Kal 
éyéveTo Onpia TetTpaTroSa Kai EpTrETa Kal EvuUspa Kal TITNVa Kal Toa 
oTropa ~voTtopos Kal XOPTOS Kal AvGous TravTOs KAO: TO OTTEPUA THIS 
TroAtyyeveoias év | Exutois EoTreppoAdyouv TF 


Each god sent forth by his own power that which had been assigned to him, 
and the four-footed and crawling beasts were generated and the aquatic and 
the winged and every productive seed and grass and all flowering plants. 
They all acquired in themselves the seeds of rebirth. ($3) 


The Demiurge makes the cosmos not by hand, but by speech and through 
his will.** It is clear that this passage is modelled after Genesis 1. 


At CHw.1, we have a further discussion of the manner of world-generation: 


etre1d1) TOV TaVTa KOOUOV ETroinoev 6 SNULoUPYds, OU yEPOIV GAAG Adyoo, 
@ote oUtTws UToAduBave os ToU Trapdvtos Kal del SvTOs Kal TavTa 
TOINGAVTOS KAI EVOS HOVOU, TH Se avTOU GeATjoE! SNMIOUPyT|OAVTOS TH 
Svta: ToUTO yap ~oT1 TO OMpa exelvou, OVX ATTOV, OUSE SpaTov, USE 
UETENTOV, OUSE SiaOTATOV, OUSE GAAW Tivi COMPATI SoIoV: OUTE yap Up 
éotiv oUTe USwp ote dtp oUTE TrVEtUA, GAAG TraVTA dtr’ aUTOU. &ya- 
805 yap av, <ouU> pov EauT ToUTo avadeivar NBEANOE Kai THY yiiv 
KOOUT|OaL... 


Since the Demiurge made the entire cosmos not by hand, but by rea- 
son/speech, so that at present you might understand him as always existing 
and as having made everything and as one alone, and as having crafted that 
which is by means of his will. For this is his body, intangible, invisible, 
immeasurable, unextended, dissimilar to any other body. For it is neither 
fire nor water nor air nor spirit, but everything comes from it. For being 
good, he did not wish to set this up as a votive gift for himself alone and to 
order the earth... 


3 Parallels to this can be found in Philo Leg. All. 1.44, Arnobius of Sicca, Adversus Nationes 1.3: ‘prima 
enim tu causa es, locus rerum ac spatium’, ‘for you are the first cause, the place and space of things’. 
Nock and Festugiére: 1946, 39 n.14 

3? “ou yepoiv GANG Adyw’, CH tv.1 
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Here cosmos and Demiurge are closely identified. The Demiurge’s body is 
not the visible cosmos (as it is not sense-perceptible), but it is the source of 
the physical world. The cosmos can be said to be the body of the Demiurge, 
in so far as he is the Reason pervading the universe. As the Demiurge’s body 
is immaterial (illustrated by the comment that it is not one of the elements) 
all things only come from his body in so far as he transmits the powers of 
the suprasensible world to the sublunar realm and orders matter. The stress 
on the fact that God does not create like a craftsman is noteworthy, since it 
echoes the comments of Plutarch that the Demiurge does not produce like 
a man, but through the use of mathematical principles. It seems here that 
the Demiurge merely has to command and matter obeys him. This is stated 
again at CH v.4, where Hermes acknowledges that matter is deficient but 
nevertheless it obeys the Maker. 

Imperfection in the world occurs when bodies are no longer able to 
contain the Monad (CH 1v.11). This same idea occurs throughout the 
corpus. At CH v1.2, there is no place in that which has come to be for 
the Good. The world is not good since it is in motion, but it is not 
bad since it is immortal. At CH v1.3, the world is only good in relative 
terms; absolute goodness in the material realm is impossible. This same 
idea is also expressed at CH x.10: even if the world is beautiful, it is not 
good since it is constructed from matter. CH x1.3 is more optimistic — the 
cosmos is ordered by Eternity, which is a constitutent of God’s wisdom, 
by introducing immortality and permanence into matter. 


CH vu and 1x 


CH vi presents the Stoic idea that there is no such thing as absolute death, 
merely the dissolution of elements. God generated the world because He 
wanted to adorn the beings lower down on the ontological scale with every 
quality ($3). He made the world in the form of a sphere which is immortal. 
The only point worthy of note is the manner in which God constructs the 
world modelled on the intelligible archetypes implanting ‘in the sphere the 
qualities of forms, shutting them up as in a cave’.* This comment is made 
against the background of the usual platitudes concerning the disorder 
of matter and its retention of this quality even after it has been ordered. 
The reference appears to indicate that the images of the Forms become 
enmattered against their will, but this line is probably a sophisticated 
literary allusion. It recalls not only Plato’s myth of the Republic (514-17), 


3° CH vit1.3 
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but also looks forward to Porphyry’s exegesis of Odyssey 13.102-12, On the 
Cave of the Nymphs, where the darkness of the cave represents the unstable 
state of matter.** In Mithraism, the cave also represented the world.» 

CH 1x shares numerous parallels with CH vii. It relates the three terms: 
Man (§1-2), World (§6—-8) and God (Sg) in the same manner. God is the 
father of the world, just as the world is the father (surely mother would 
be more appropriate) of the beings which it contains.*° The treatise also 
refutes the notion that God is unthinking and without thought (§3-6) 
since being all things and in all things, He is necessarily intellective. §3 
outlines the influence of God on individuals: 


6 yap vols KUEL TaVTA TH voTaTa, &yata yEv, STav UTS TOU Beot TH 
OTTEPUATA AABN, EvavTia Sé, Stav Ud Tivos THv Saipoviay, UNSevos yEPouS 
Tot Kdopou Kevot Svtos Saivovos | TH U1rd Tot Heot Treqaticopéven Saipovi 
7 dots Utre1ceAB ov ZotrElpe THs iSias Evepyetas TO OTTEPUA, Kal ExUTNCEV 
6 vols TO OTTAPEV, HOIXEIAS, POVOUS, TATPOTUTTIAS, iEepOOUAIAs, aoEBEias, 
ayKXovas, KATA KENUVaY KaTapopas, Kal GAAa TravTa doa Saipoveoy Epya. 


For Mind conceives every thought: the good, when Mind receives seeds 
from God and the opposite, when they are received from some daimon and 
there is no part of the cosmos which is without a daimon, which entering 
imperceptibly sows the seed of its own activity and Mind conceives what has 
been sown, adulteries, murders, beating one’s own father, temple-robberies, 
ungodliness, suicide by hanging or jumping off a cliff and other works of 
daimones similar in kind. 


Here Mind is clearly not the First Principle, as in the Poimandres. The 
positing of evil daimones helps to protect God from responsibility for the 
existence of evil. The author then adopts the Socratic stance that God is 
the cause only of a few things, i.e. of the Good: ‘Few seeds come from 
God, but they are potent and beautiful and good.’ 

The author of CH 1x believes firmly in the goodness of the cosmos, and 
therefore in the goodness of the Demiurge.*” It is only the sublunar region 
which is evil. The products of the Demiurge are originally good, but the 
motion of the cosmos soils some with vice (6uTTaivouca Tf Kakia, CH 
1x.5). This account echoes that of the Timaeus, God, being good, fashions 
everything for the best, but it is Necessity which is responsible for evil. 
This cosmic motion is rather vague and could indicate either recalcitrant 
matter or malign astral influence. 


34 Porphyry is only building on previous exegeses, such as that of Cronius. 
35 Copenhaver: 1992, 149 
36 Nock and Festugiére: 1946, 92 37 CH 1x.4 
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All matter is used in world-generation. The cosmos is a closed sys- 
tem in which the matter that it contains is continually reused, as cosmic 
motion renews and dissolves everything. God uses the cosmos as an instru- 
ment (dpyavov),*® which makes everything itself (iva tavta Trap’ éauTd) 
through preserving (puAdttwv) the seeds which it has received from God. 
After God has set everything in order, the cosmos is capable of functioning 
on its own to maintain the life contained within it as a sort of second 
Demiurge; it is explicitly referred to as a craftsman of life (Snuioupyds 
Coofis). Just as in the Poimandres, cosmic motion was the means by which 
the Demiurge produces, so here too it is the mechanism by which the 
cosmos ensures the preservation of life; engaging in a sort of continual 
temporal world-generation, as it were, through its motion.” 

The motion of the cosmos produces various kinds of bodies from differ- 
ent combinations of the elements; heavier bodies are more composite and 
lighter bodies are simpler.4° God transmits the Forms to the cosmos, which 
is only responsible for producing the individual instantiations. The cosmos 
does not produce the type, but by its revolutions it modifies each type to 
produce new individuals, and by this process ensures that each kind is pre- 
served, since it is continually replenished. This partnership between God 
and the cosmos is stressed in the presentation of a father-son relationship 
between the two; the cosmos’ role as a secondary Demiurge is represented 
by the claim that the cosmos is the father of the things within it.*" 

This text seems to do no more than reproduce Platonic platitudes, but 
it is precisely this fact which renders it noteworthy. Unlike most Gnostic 
or Hermetic texts, there is no separation here between the First Principle 
and the Demiurge. Were it not for the fact that this text was attributed to 
Hermes Trismegistus, one would have difficulty claiming that it belongs 
to the same tradition as the Poimandres. Even CH vin, with which CH 1x 
shares so many correspondences, draws a distinction between a First and 
Second God. Though the Second God is clearly the cosmos, it is stressed 
that man’s relationship with the First God is of a far superior order. 


CH x 


CH x.3 returns to the more familiar Hermetic concept, distinguishing 
between the Demiurge and the Good: 


38 CH1x.6 

39 One is reminded of the Aristotelian notion of a motor that is engaged in continuous noetic activity 
in order to ensure continuous, eternal motion in the world (Met. 1.6). 

4° CH 1x7 + CH1x.8 
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aitios 5é 6 TaTHP TOV TEKVOOY Kal Tis OTTOPaS Kal Tis TPOOT\s, TH SpE’ 
AaBov tot &yabot Sia Tot fAiou- TO yap ayabov goT1 TO TroINTIKOV- 
ToUTO 5é ov Suvatov éyyevéobar GAAw Tivi 7] UOved Exeiven, TO uNdév LEV 
AapBdavovTi, Tavta S GéAovTI Eivan- 

The Father is the cause of the insemination and the raising of his children, 
having received the desire for the Good from the sun. For the Good is the 
principle of generation. And it is not possible for the Good to come to be in 


anything other that the one who alone receiving nothing, desires all things 
to be.** 


This is the doctrine found at CH 1.11; the First Nous remains the supreme 
cause of world-generation, even if he produces through his son, the Nous 
Demiurge. In this context, I prefer Festugiére’s translation of é&ya®dv gom1 
TO trointikdv ‘le Bien... le principle efficient’, which stresses the demiurgic 
role of the First Principle. The boundary between God the Father and the 
Good is blurred: ‘and God the Father is the Good in that he “wills” all 
things to be’.*? The First Principle is even described as the one managing 
the universe like a statesman and through the use of Intellect: ‘And this is 
the regulation of the universe, dependent upon the nature of the one and 
extending through the one mind.’** 

At CHx1.2, God generates the world with the assistance of another agent: 
‘God makes Eternity, and Eternity makes the cosmos; the cosmos makes 
Time and Time makes generation.’*° Eternity is described as a power of god 
(SUvapis 5 Tod Be0t (§3)) and Eternity is not only its creator, but also the 
guarantor of survival, because Eternity is imperishable. Eternity here retains 
the same signification as philosophical Eternity, as the immaterial model 
from which cosmic time was formed. However, it has been transformed 
into a hypostasis of God, and functions as a co-Demiurge. It is a kind 
of Hermetic hybrid between divine wisdom and the World-Soul, since it 
is Eternity which sets the world in order by introducing immortality and 
duration (thv &Bavaciav Kai Siapovty (§3)) to matter. Eternity, however, 
is not an independent agent, but is completely dependent upon God ($4). 
Using Providence, Necessity, and Nature, Eternity is able to preserve the 
world. God and his energy (f 82 évépyeia Ge00 (§5)) are responsible for 
the actions of eternity, and so there is no question, as in the Timaeus or 


# This image resurfaces at CH xv1.18, where God is described as the father of all, and the sun is 
identified as the Demiurge. God there provides the Sun with his craftsmanship by providing him 
with the Good ($17). 

4 6 &E Beds Kal TaTHp Kal TO &yabdv TH Elva Ta TaVTA. 

4 CH x.23 Kal abt fh Tov Travtds Sioiknots, HPTHYEVT Ek THs TOU Evds QUGEWS Kal SiTjKOUCE Br Evds 
tou vou: 

4 6 Beds aiddva Tori, 6 aidv Sé Tov KdopOV, 6 KdopOS SE xPdvOV, 6 xpdvos SE yévEoIV. 
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the Poimandres, of Necessity or of Nature acting as independent entities 
which thwart God’s plan. The moon also seems to function as an agent in 
the ordering of matter: (ceAtnv Sé éxeiveav TPdSpouOV TAVTOV, Spyavov 
This pUcEws, Thy Kat UAnv useTaBdAAouoay, “The moon races ahead of 
them all, the instrument of nature, transforming the matter below’ (§7)). 
The moon must just act in the same way as the cosmic spheres elsewhere 
in the Corpus Hermeticum, as the mechanism by which the higher powers 
are able to regulate lower beings. 

CH x1.9 continues the line of argumentation that these entities are 
responsible to God, by arguing against the dualism of various Gnostic 
sects: 


evdiapopwv yap Kal TOAAV ovo Ay TAY KIVT|OEWV KA THY COUATAV OVX 
Opoiov, plas SE KATA TAVTOVY TAXUTNTOS TETAyLEVTNS, ASUVaTOV BuO 7) 
TAElous TOINTAS Eival: Wa yap ET TOAASY OU THpEITal Td&Ets: CFjAOS SE TOTS 
TOAAois TrapeTreTAI TOU KpElTTOVOS. 

For motions are varying and numerous and bodies are not similar, and a 
single speed has been regulated for each of them, for it is impossible for there 
to be two or more makers. For it is not possible to maintain a single order 
amongst many. For envy of the better is the consequence of multiplicity. 


The text adopts a classic Aristotelian formulation against the existence of 
multiple Demiurges; if there is one order, there can only be one Maker, 
established at Arist. Metaphysics L.10,*° (though naturally this applies to 
coordinate, rather than subordinate demiurges). The text argues against 
the possibility of a Demiurge of immortal entities and a Demiurge of 
mortal ones; a position which in fact runs counter to that adopted by the 
Timaeus. Since matter is one and soul is one, the treatise cannot envisage 
the possibility of two Demiurges. The One God is the sole producer of 
soul and all living beings provided with it (CH x1.11). In fact, giving life 
to all living things and providing them with movement takes the place of 
motion and life for God (§17). 

CH xi1.14 adopts the same position. The entire succession of entities 
sometimes seen as exercising an influence on causality independent of the 
Demiurge are placed firmly under his control. Necessity, Providence and 
Nature are the instruments of the organisation of matter. God energises 
matter by permeating it (§22-3). This viewpoint may actually be a positive 
reading of the Poimandres myth, where Man is, after all, a part of the 
godhead. The same notion can be found at CH x1v.6, where the entity 


4° Cf also Cic., ND 11.43—4; 11.90. 
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who generates and the one which is generated are described as one in their 
unification (2v goT1 TH év@cel). 
CH xiv.7 accepts cosmic evil as a necessary fact of generation: 


... OUT SE TH Troiotvt1 ovSév KaKdv OS’ aicxpdv voyilouEVov. Tata 
yap éoTl TA THOT TA TH yevéoel TAPETTOMEVA, otrEep O 105 TH YAAK Kal 
6 PUTIOS TH Tapa. GAN’ OTE idv 6 yaAKoupyds ETroingev, OUTE TOV HUTTOV 
ol yevvtjoavTes, oUTE TI KaKiav 6 Beds. T SE Tis yevéoews ETrIS1AYOVT] 
Kabatrep e€avGeiv troiei Kal 51a ToUTo étroinoe THv wETARoATW 6 Eds, 
Horep avakahapor Tis yeveoens. 

... but do not believe that there is something evil or shameful about the 
maker himself. For such things are byproducts of generation, just like rust 
on bronze or filth on the body, but the bronzesmith did not make the rust, 
nor did the parents make the dirt, nor did God make evil. However, the 
continued existence of generation makes it degenerate, on account of which 
God made change for the repurification of generation. 


The Demiurge combats evil by eternal temporal generation in order to 
maintain the status quo. It is as if matter is continually attempting to 
break its bonds and the Demiurge has to continually order it. This passage 
also counters the belief of some Gnostics that extending divine unity into 
creative diversity would taint the supreme god, leading to the standard 
Gnostic postulation of the Demiurge. 


Asclepius 


The Asclepius is the Latin translation of the Greek treatise Logos teleios 
(Perfect Discourse). Lydus and Lactantius both reproduce passages from it 
in Greek.*” The terminus ante quem for the Greek text, then, is the early 
fourth century, but a Latin version of the sermo perfectus corresponding 
to our version of Asclepius can first be found in Augustine‘s City of God 
(413-26). Due to the number of early references to this text which come 
from North African Christians, the Latin version may have been produced 
there. In any case, the treatise covers a great many topics, leading some 
scholars to suggest that the Asclepius is a synthesis of other works. 

At §2-3 the text outlines the composition of the world from the four 
elements. 

As elsewhere in the Hermetic corpus, it is fire that is represented as the 
life-giving element. Most interesting of all is the reference to ‘one matter, 


47 Copenhaver: 1992, 214 — Divine Institutes 2.14.6; 4.6.4; 7.18.4 (of: Asclep. 28,8,26); De mens. 4.7.149 
(cf. Asclep. 19, 39, 28). 
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one soul and one god’; the Asclepius exhibits monotheistic tendencies; even 

though it does refer to numerous gods; as elsewhere in the Hermetic corpus, 

these seem to be understood as merely instantiations of the supreme God. 
At Asclepius §8, the author outlines the manner of world-generation: 


When the master and framer of everything, whom we rightly call God, made 
a second after himself, who is able to be seen and perceived . . . this second 
after himself seemed beautiful to him, since it was most full of the goodness 
of all things and he loved it as the offspring of his divinity. Therefore, he was 
so great and good, that he wished that there might be another who might be 
able to gaze upon him, whom he had made from himself and immediately 
he made Man, the imitator of his reason and diligence. 


This passage outlines a different method of generation from that contained 
in the Poimandres. The First God is evidently the Demiurge, since he 
is the shaper of all things and the text goes on to state that God’s good- 
ness is the reason for his production. The Second God seems to adopt 
somewhat the role of Man in the Poimandres; God falls in love with him 
as a reflection of his own beauty. In any case, this passage was misread 
by Christian interpreters such as Lactantius, who cites it as evidence that 
Hermes Trismegistus was aware that the supreme God had a son.** The 
Second God here is obviously the cosmos, as is explicitly stated at $10. 
Scott viewed this passage as modelled on Tim. 29e-31b, 37¢, 92¢ and it is 
easy to observe numerous correspondences between both texts, particularly 
the emphasis given to the concept of Plenitude. 

The passage then goes on to outline the manner in which God made 
man: 


And so when he ‘had made’ man ousiodes and observed that he was not able 
to take care for all things, unless he covered him with an earthly shelter, 
he covered him with a bodily home and he directed that humans be of 
such a kind, combining and mixing both natures in one to the extent that 
was appropriate. And so he formed man from the nature of soul and body, 
that is from the eternal and mortal, in order that the animal so formed 
might prove satisfactory to both his origins and might admire and adore the 
celestial things and might care for and govern earthly things. 


Again here, it is the First Principle who functions as the Demiurge. The 
description of the mingling of two substances of a separate order recalls 
Plato’s account of the blending of soul substance out of Sameness and 
Difference in the Timaeus. The Asclepius seems to take a more positive 


48 Lactantius cites from Logos teleios — Divine Institutes 4.6.4 — Copenhaver: 1992, 222 
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stance regarding the cosmos than is usual in Hermetism. Here mankind’s 
physical incarnation is not the result of some kind of fall (as it is in the 
Poimandres), but rather part of the rational design of a demiurgic First 
Principle. The material wrapping (sundano integimento) is not regarded as 
a prison, but rather as a mechanism allowing Man to fulfil his designated 
role in the ontological scheme. 

The conflict between Reason and Necessity found in Plato’s Timaeus, 
which left its mark on many other Platonic metaphysical schemes with more 
pronounced dualistic tendencies, is opposed by the author of the Asclepius 
(§8): ‘Necessity follows God’s pleasure; result attends upon his will. That 
anything agreed by God should become disagreeable to him is incredible 
since he would have known long before that he would agree and that it was 
to be’. Here there is no question of any entity being capable of opposing 
the supreme God. The passage, unfortunately, does not really explain the 
mechanism of demiurgic causality: the will of God is itself sufficient to 
produce the end result. God generates Man as a ‘well-ordered world’.? 
This is clearly modelled on Plato’s description of man as a microcosm of 
the well-ordered world in the Timaeus. 

A more detailed description of demiurgy is provided at §14. The two 
standard Platonic principles are posited: God and a pre-existent matter, 
which contains some kind of motion of its own. (The text refers to a 
spirit existing within it.) The account is garbled at this point: ‘spirit was in 
matter, but it was not in matter, as it was in God’.°° It is difficult to find a 
philosophical explanation for this and perhaps the best solution is to regard 
this as an attempt to create the illusion of a religious mystery, especially 
since the text goes on to make further statements in a similar vein: “But /ylé 
(or the nature of matter) and spirit, though from the beginning they seem 
not to have come to be, nonetheless possess in themselves the power and 
nature of their coming to be and procreating. For the beginning of fertility 
is in the quality of nature, which possesses in itself the power and the 
material for conceiving and giving birth.’ This statement is problematic. It 
not only makes matter a co-Demiurge with God, but it states that nature 
is capable of production itself. In the Poimandres, Nature is incapable of 
world-generation herself, but requires Man. The Demiurge must not be 
the producer of soul, if that is what the author means by spirit here. Since 
matter possesses spirit, there may be some kind of idea of matter attempting 
to order itself by responding to the upper world and attempting to imitate 
it 


49 Asclepius 10 5° trans. Copenhaver 
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The lesser gods also seem to play a limited role in demiurgic causality: 


There are gods who are leaders of all classes, after these follow gods, whose 
ousia is a leader; these are sensible gods and they are similar to their double 
origin and they produce all things throughout sensible nature, one through 
the medium of another and each one of them illuminates his own work. 
The ousiarch [First Principle of the Essence] of heaven is Jupiter, for through 
heaven Jupiter supplies life to all things. The ousiarch of the sun is light, for 
the bounty of light pours down upon us through the sphere of the sun. The 
Thirty-Six, which are called horoscopes, that is the stars which are always 
fixed in the same place, have as their ousiarch or leader Pantomorphos or 
Omniform, who makes diverse forms in the different classes. What are called 
the seven spheres have as their ousiarchs or leaders what they call Fortune 
and Heimarmené, by which all things change according to the law of nature 
and the surest stability, disturbed by everlasting variation. Air is the true 
instrument or mechanism of all, by means of which all things are made; its 
ousiarch is the second... (§19) 


Here we have a distinction between hypercosmic intelligible gods and cos- 
mic sensible gods, introduced in the passage preceding the one cited.” 
The term ousiarchés may be a translation of an Egyptian term. In the 
manuscripts five ousiarchai are mentioned: Jupiter, Light, Pantomorphos, 
Heimarmené and a Second (?). A second Zeus, perhaps, would fill the 
lacuna here. The five sensible gods are: Heaven, Sun, and the thirty-six 
(the Decans), seven planetary spheres and Air.** Each sensible god is paired 
with a corresponding intelligible god, but unfortunately a lacuna in the 
manuscripts prevents us from being certain whether there were further 
pairings of sensible and intelligible gods. Scott modified the schema to 
produce the following pairings of intelligible and sensible gods: (Panto- 
morphos, Decans), (Heimarmené, Spheres), (Zeus Neatos (probably Hades 
ruling the air), sublunar atmosphere), (Zeus Chthonios, Earth and Water). 
Scott compared this to similar structures in the Stoic Posidonius and the 
Platonist Xenocrates, although Festugiére did not accept either Scott’s 
position that ousia was Stoic corporeal substance or Murray’s that it was 
Platonic intelligible essence.* Festugitre compared ousia here to its usage in 
Iamblichus, designating secondary deities, and I think that this is probably 
the case. I am less clear concerning the manner in which air can be used 
as the mechanism of all the gods, unless as the lowest-ranking sensible god 


‘There are many kinds of gods, of whom one part is intelligible and the other sensible. Gods are 
not said to be intelligible because they are considered beyond the reach of our faculties; in fact, we 
are more conscious of these intelligible gods than of those we call visible, as you will be able to see 
from our discussion if you pay attention.’ 

5? Copenhaver: 1992, 231-2 3 Copenhaver: 1992, 232 
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all connections between all other entities in the ontological system and the 
higher-ranking gods have to take place through it. For example, the light 
produced by the planets is radiated into the air, and transmitted by the air 
to the earth. 

The ousiarchai or ‘Departmental Rulers’ have specifically delineated 
functions. The uppermost ousiarch transmits the generic forms of the ideal 
world to the ousiarch below him, to be modified by individual differences 
before being implanted in matter to form individual bodies. The passage 
can equally be read in terms of Stoic doctrine: that the outermost ousiarch 
emits fire, which passes through the chain of lower-ranking ousiarchai, 
before combining with air to form tvetya. The Asclepius attempts to 
combine elements from different philosophical schools, but they are not 
always completely harmonised and the details do not seem to have been 
fully worked out, as is the case here.** 

The individual forms are bestowed by the ousiarch of the fixed stars. He 
does this through the revolution of his sphere which modifies the form- 
type, since each individual is born under a different aspect of the Decans. 
Heimarmené, the ousiarch of the planets, governs the alterations that the 
form will undergo during its existence. Air receives all these influences and 
then redistributes them. The ousiarch of earth and sea supplies nutriment 
to the material bodies. 

The reason Scott attributed this scheme to a Stoic source was that the 
nearest analogies can be found in Stoic systems.°* Zeus is named here as the 
god who governs the cosmos, which is more characteristic of Stoicism*® 
than Hermetism, where Zeus normally only occurs as the name of the 
planet Jupiter.” The scheme is vaguely reminiscent of the myth of the 
Phaedrus, and Scott suggests that Xenocrates (c. 330 BC) may have been 
inspired to produce his version under the influence of Orphic theology.™ 
(Xenocrates’ system in which the World-Soul receives the Forms and 


54 Scott: 1968, 109 > Scott: 1968, 110 

56 For example DL. 7.88: 6 vdpos 6 Koivds, SoTrep EoTiv 6 dpds Adyos, Sid TavTwV EpxduEvos, 6 
atts dv Té Aut, ‘the common law which is correct reason, pervading everything, is identical with 
this Zeus.’ 

57 Kore Kosmou 28 

Xenocrates, Testimonia, doctrina et fragmenta 216: 7 Kai =evoxpatns Aia tov év uev Tois KATH 

TAUTA Kai OoatTos ExoUoW UTaTov KOAET vVéaTOV SE Tov UTd cEATvNy, ‘and Xenocrates calls the 

uppermost Zeus... and the lowest that below the moon’. See also Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 

5.14.116: =evoKpatns 5€... Tov uév UTratov Aia, Tov 5é véatov KaAdv, Eugaoi Tatpos &TOAEITTEL 

kai viol, ‘and Xenocrates...in referring to the supreme and inferior Zeus, leaves behind an 

indication of the Father and Son.’ A different scheme is attributed to Xenocrates by Aetius (second- 

century Bc doxographer), Diels Doxogr. Gr. 304: dpéoxer St Kal aUTH <Oelas eivor Suvdpers Zeller> 

Kal év8inxelv tots UAiKois oToryetois. ToUTwY SE Thy uEv <81 &épos évepyotoav Suvauiv “Hpav 

Meineke> e154 (‘AiSnv Diels) teocayopever, thy £ 51k Tot Uypot MoceiSasva, thy SE S1& Tihs 
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projects them upon matter is also derivable from a non-literal reading of the 
Timaeus).°? 

The scheme presented here exhibits some differences with the type of 
metaphysical speculation found in Stoicism. Firstly, the Stoics did not posit 
the existence of incorporeal beings, while the author of our treatise postu- 
lates two classes of gods, with the ousiarchs as vortoi Soi. The Hermetic 
scheme also postulates a supracosmic god in addition to the cosmic god 
found in Stoicism. 

The De Mysteriis 8.2 contains a summary of a theological system which 
has pretensions to be from Egyptian sacred writings, but which is more 
likely from a more recent Neoplatonist interpretation of the “Books of 
Thoth’.©° The author calls the First God of the system (the év of Plotinus) 
vontapyns, as the &pxn of ta vonté and the Second God (Plotinian vos), 
aut&pyxns as the cause of himself, as well as o¥o1oTré& twp in his role as 
&pxX1) Ths ovctas, the Demiurge of the sensible world. The system of the 
De Mysteriis contains sufficient significant differences from that of the 
Asclepius for it to be unlikely that either system was derived from the other. 
However, the similarity of terminology leads one to believe that they were 
modelled on an earlier system using the term ousiarch.”! 

Scott’s hypothesis concerning the origin of this system is that Posido- 
nius’ list of departmental gods (first century BC) was reproduced, with 
modifications, by the Egyptian Stoic Chaeremon (c. 50 AD), who may have 
introduced the Decani and the term ovoidpyns. In Stoic terminology, and 
that of Posidonius, ovcia is synonymous with An. It seems, therefore, that 
the ousiarchs of the Asclepius are the overseers of material substance: fire, 
air, earth and water. 

All the various entities in the ontological system are interconnected into 
a harmonious whole: ‘mortals are attached to immortals and sensibles to 
sensibles’.°* The contradiction between the monotheistic stance adopted 
at the commencement of the treatise and the postulated existence of many 
gods is reconciled: ‘the whole of it complies with the supreme governor, the 


yfis putootrépov Ajuntpa. tata SE xopnynoas ToIs Ztoo1Kois k.T.A., ‘and he expresses the opinion 
that there are divine powers and that they are pervaded by material elements. And of these he calls 
the formless power active in the air Hera, and that active in moisture Poseidon and that active in 
the plant-bearing earth Demeter; and, in this, he followed the lead of the Stoics.’ The Orphic verses 
that may have influenced Xenocrates can be found in Stob. 1.1. 23, vol. I, p. 29 W.: Zeus patos 
yéveto, Zevs Uotatos &pyiképauvos, Zevs KePaAn, Zevs uéooa, Aids 8 x TavTa TéTUKTaL-, Zeus 
was born first, Zeus the last with vivid lightning, Zeus the head, Zeus the middle, and from Zeus 
all things are born.’ Dillon suggests that Aetius was attempting ‘to make sense of an already garbled 
text’. Dillon: 2003a, 103 
9 Dillon: 2003, 105 6° Scott: 1968, 113 & Scott: 1968, 114 oe Asclepius 19 
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master, so that really there are not many but rather one’.°? The Asclepius 
is not so much monotheistic as syncretistic. All the lesser deities are really 
just the result of the volition of the supreme god. 

Having examined the hierarchy of deities, it now remains to consider 
spirit, as the mechanism by which these deities act upon matter (§16-17): 


Spirit supplies and animates everything in the world, just like an instrument 
or mechanism, it is subjected to the will of the highest god. This is a sufficient 
level of understanding for us for the present. Understood by mind alone, 
the god who is called the highest is the ruler and governor of that sensible 
god, who embraces within himself all place, all substance of things and the 
whole matter of things that generates and creates and every sort of quality 
and quantity. Indeed Spirit rouses and governs all kinds in the world, and 
each in accordance with the nature which has been allotted to it by God. 
Hylé or matter is the Receptacle of all things and agitates and concetrates 
them and God is their governor. And he apportions to all things in the 
world as much as is necessary for each one of them. He fills everything with 
his spirit, breathing into each one in accordance with its natural quality. 


Spirit is the mechanism by which the First Principle acts on matter. §17 reit- 
erates Plato’s standpoint in the 7imaeus that the sensible cosmos occupies 
the Receptacle and uses up all available matter. Agitatio atque frequentatio, 
‘agitation and concentration’ denotes a much more active agent than matter 
which passively, as a receptaculum, ‘receives’ the Forms. Spirit plays some 
role in the nourishment of soul — perhaps by allowing it to communicate 
with entities higher up on the ontological scale, since it is the instrument 
of the supreme God.“* 

After making the gods, God uses a mixture of ‘the more corrupt part of 
matter’ and of the divine to make man. The account of the generation of 
Man parallels the Poimandres, where even though Man is produced after 
the heavenly gods, he is the one whom God loves most. Just as there he 
is better than the Governors, the same situation is observable here: ‘for 
among all living things God recognized mankind by the unique reason and 
learning through which humans could banish and spurn the vices of bodies 
and he made them reach for immortality as the hope and intention’.® 

However, what is most interesting here is the description of Necessity as 
the generation of the First Principle in order to control the lesser deities. It 
is described as an order framed in law to prevent the gods from becoming 
detached from learning and understanding and plays no role in limiting 
the scope of the Demiurge’s production. However, it seems that in the 
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Asclepius, the role played by Necessity in the Timaeus is taken over by 
Heimarmené.®° This is defined as ‘the necessity in all events’ and it collab- 
orates with Necessity. Heimarmené begins everything and Necessity forces 
these productions into activity, thereby producing order.°” Interestingly, 
Heimarmené is a creation of the Demiurge, not an opposed evil or recal- 
citrant principle. Heimarmené must be equivalent to the Fate regarded as 
originating from the circles of the Governors elsewhere in the Hermetic 
corpus, though the author of the Asclepius is not so specific. It seems 
somewhat akin to a separate entity which assists the Demiurge in world- 
generation, using order and necessity. These three principles Heimarmeneé, 
Necessity and Order, resemble Xenocrates’ triad of Fates.°° Heimarmené 
and Necessity are agents of the Demiurge who assist him in the generation 
of the cosmos and are completely under his control. Heimarmené seems to 
be the entity that acts on matter, sowing the seed of generation (perhaps 
even soul) into it. Necessity is the divine plan which seems to compel 
matter into subjection. This vitiates the image hinted at early on, where 
matter seemed to respond itself to the generative impulse. Their activity is 
circular, so that it is impossible to observe the beginning of their activity, 
which hints at continual temporal generation — just as in the Statesman 
myth disorder creeps into the world at regular intervals and God has to 
intervene. 

In fact, §26 outlines this possibility, during the old age of the world, when 
‘the god whose power is primary and governor of the First God will restore 
the world to its original state, destroying vice by flood, fire or disease. The 
italicised quote is problematic. The Latin reads deus primipotens et unius 
gubernator dei. Gubernator is the Latin translation of the Greek Snuioupyés. 
The problem is that the text does not explain what the Demiurge is first 
in relation to. Lactantius’ Greek reads 6 KUpios Kai TatHp Kal Beds Kal 
TOU TP@Tou Kal Evos Beod Snuioupyds: “The lord and father and god and 
Demiurge of the first and one god’. Amongst the numerous attempts to 
solve this passage, we can note that of Scott, substituting tot Kéopou for the 
underlined portion of the Greek. Gersh saw in tot tpétou the positing of 
a consubstantial relationship between the first and second principles, but 
that in the wider context the Second God is the cosmos and is only first 


66 The notion of &vayxn occurs elsewhere in Plato, not just in the T7maeus, often in connection with 
Fate. Cf Rep. 566a, (the necessary transformation of a protector into a tyrant, through the allegory 
of the transformation of a cannibal into a wolf), or Laws 904c, where the context is the necessary 
change of those things that share in soul. The notion is also to be found at Stat. 272e (the turning 
backwards of the earth by fate (sipapyévn) and innate desire, after the helmsman of the universe 
(tod Travtds 6 KUBepvytns) ‘drops the tiller’. 
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in the sense of being the first product of the Demiurge.®? I am grateful 
for Dillon’s suggestion to take demiourgos with the genitive phrase which 
precedes it as ‘Craftsman in the sense of or as the representative of the first 
and one god’. Otherwise, the text must be corrupt. 

The general sense of this passage at first reading appears to be one of 
continual temporal generation. The Demiurge has to re-order the world 
as disorder starts to creep in over the course of time. However, I think 
that this is one occasion when the text has to be read both with an eye to 
the Hermetic tradition and to that of Greek philosophy. In the Hermetic 
corpus there are frequent references to the coming neglect of the ancient 
Egyptian religion and the subsequent desertion of Egypt by the traditional 
gods. This was interpreted by Christian readers as a pagan prediction of 
the future fall of their religion, but is probably due to tension felt by 
Egyptians of the period when confronted with Hellenic culture, which was 
increasingly becoming dominant in the region. A hint that this is what 
the author had in mind can be found in the reference to irreverence and 
disregard of the good which will soon take over the world. 

Placing Heimarmené and Necessity under the authority of the supreme 
God leaves the author of the Asclepius with a problem: how to account for 
evil in the world. At $40, he notes that accident and chance are mixed in 
with everything material. However, the Asclepius adopts the response of a 
manual for spiritual progress and not that of a metaphysical treatise. The 
author makes little effort to explain the origin of evil, instead stressing the 
fact that the Demiurge did what he could to protect humanity against evil 
by endowing it with enough intelligence to avoid its effects.”° 

Clearly, it is problematic to state that nothing in the world can come into 
being that is not pleasing to God and then subsequently to state that evil 
is an inherent part of the world, but God cannot really be held responsible 
for its existence. Evil must originate from somewhere and quite clearly at 
this point it is useful to place the blame on the philosopher’s favourite 
scapegoat, matter: ‘Just as there is a fertile quality in the nature of matter, 
so also is the same matter equally fertile in malice’ (S15). Here the standard 
anti-materialistic stance of Hermetic literature creeps in. Since matter is 
not the production of the Demiurge, as is explicitly stated in S15 and 
elsewhere in the Asclepius, this absolves him neatly from responsibility for 
the existence of evil. In spite of the anti-material strain observable here, the 
author’s attitude remains somewhat ambivalent: matter is still fertile and 
productive. 
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Apart from the Poimandres and the Asclepius, the Corpus Hermeticum can, 
in general, be viewed as a sort of ‘school-level’ philosophy. It does not 
provide a particularly sophisticated account of demiurgy. However, it does 
offer interesting insights into the perceptions of the Platonically-influenced 
underworld. The texts are often contradictory, since they cater to initiates at 
different stages of their spiritual progress. One can distinguish two separate 
trends, although I am reluctant to divide the texts into separate categories. 
Firstly, there are texts such as the Poimandres and the Asclepius with a much 
more sophisticated version of demiurgic causality, which see the need for 
a generative entity distinct from, even if dependent upon, the supreme 
principle. The other texts tend to stress the unity of world-generation and 
regard all the other generative entities merely as agents, or better yet, as 
tools of the supreme God. 

The more pro-cosmic treatises can probably be regarded as intended 
for earlier on in the initiate’s career. The basic version that emerges from 
their more sophisticated counterparts is of a First Principle, which must 
be regarded as the efficient cause of world-generation. He does not always 
employ a Demiurge (his son) to generate on his behalf, and in such cases he 
relies on a team of secondary, generative entities formed from all the usual 
suspects: Providence, Necessity, Fate and Eternity. There is no notion that 
these act independently of his volition and so they must accomplish their 
tasks with his approbation. 

Indeed, world-generation itself is not really a mistake; the problem is 
that Man became enmattered, and texts such as the Poimandres do not 
fully explain why the omniscient and omnipotent First Principle should 
allow the fall of a hypostasis. By submitting Necessity and the Demiurge to 
the control of the First Principle, one is left only with the recalcitrance of 
matter as an explanation for the existence of evil in the material world. This 
is not utilised very much by the Hermetic authors, and in the Poimandres 
it is clear that the dissolution of the godhead begins with the emanation 
of Man, for which God would have to bear full responsibility. In the 
Hermetic corpus, we are no longer dealing with the abstract entities of 
Greek philosophy, but with emotional characters in the drama of world- 
generation; a transformation which affects even the supreme god. This has 
to be the favoured explanation for elucidating demiurgic causality in the 
Hermetic tradition, rather than a philosophical one. 


CHAPTER 8 


The ignorant Demiurge 
Valentinus and the Gnostics 


Introduction 


I am aware of the current trend, particularly in North American schol- 
arship, to question the utility of a term such as Gnosticism. Gnosticism, 
after all, consisted of numerous divergent sects, which could also claim 
to belong to the Christian church. Such sects should therefore not be 
regarded as heretical, but rather heterodox. In any case, heterodox belief 
was widespread and also tolerated in early Christianity. Indeed, it was quite 
normal for divergent beliefs to exist amongst early Christian groups and 
only became problematic with the attempt to develop an ‘orthodox’ fate.’ 
These are all valid points, but an analysis of this phenomenon in terms 
of religious history falls outside the scope of my study. ‘Gnosticism’ is 
still a convenient ‘label’ to represent an anti-cosmic tradition in which the 
Platonic Demiurge undergoes a radical transformation and in which the 
separation between the First Principle and the demiurgic one appears to 
reach its most extreme. Admittedly, it is difficult to see anything in the 
Timaeus text which could have led to the ignorant Gnostic Demiurge. 
Since the Timaean Demiurge cannot overcome Necessity completely, in 
order to produce a more rationally ordered cosmos, this may have led to a 
less positive appraisal of his role. The Gnostic Demiurge, though, proba- 
bly owes more to the prevailing intellectual-religious trend among certain 
groups receiving the text than it does to anything indicated in the dialogue 
itself. 

One might argue that the term ‘Demiurge’ has been applied to a dif 
ferent sort of entity from the generative one of the Timaeus and its only 
Platonic legacy is that of titular appropriation. Against this, one can set 
the following considerations: (1) The recalcitrance of matter, as mentioned 
in the Timaeus, has developed into a claim that the entire material world 


' For discussions of how Gnosticism should be categorised, see Turner: 1992, or Brakke: 2010, esp. 
4-5. Smith: 1980 and King: 2005 resist the use of Gnosticism as a category. 
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is fundamentally evil. (2) The Demiurge, in some versions of the Gnostic 
myth, actually does produce a world in imitation of the higher realities of 
which he is ignorant (due to the intervention of Sophia). I would contend 
that this has originated to some extent from the notion of the Demiurge 
modelling the world upon the Forms. (3) The Young Gods of the Timaeus 
are paralleled in the host of entities (such as Archons) which assist the 
Demiurge during the act of world-generation (although the original jus- 
tification, that they produce the mortal element in humanity, finds no 
place in this myth, where the Demiurge himself is responsible for what is 
blameworthy in the material realm). (4) The descending ontological rank 
of the demiurgic principle can be observed even in monotheistic thinkers, 
such as Philo and Origen. The low-ranking Gnostic Demiurge is part of 
this tradition. 

Gnosticism can be seen as an extreme evolution of the concept of the 
Demiurge. The attempt to insulate him from the contamination of mat- 
ter and responsibility for the production of evil leads, via the distinction 
between two complementary powers championed by Numenius, to the 
view that these two entities are antagonistic, in order to account for the 
inherent imperfection of the world. This may be observed in the parallel 
development in mainstream philosophy, whereby terms such as “begotten 
of himself’ were applied increasingly by pagan philosophers to a divine 
mediator, rather than the supreme principle.” Porphyry refers to Nous, 
the Neoplatonic second principle as autogennétos and autopator. In these 
thinkers, we have the notion that it is somehow beneath the dignity of the 
First Principle to move or beget (perhaps related to Epicurean criticism 
of Plato, cf: Cicero, ND 1). Pétrement observes this idea in Numenius, 
although Logan claims that this cannot be proved to have existed in phi- 
losophy prior to its adoption by the Barbelognostics. Even in Philo, we 
encounter the position that the universe is inherently evil; for example at 
Somn. 11.253, although he generally advances the view that the world, as 
the creation of a beneficent and omnipotent God, is good. 

Many elements of Gnosticism are explained by Christian hostility to 
Judaism, and hence this distinction between the true God (the Father of 
Christ) and the Demiurge (Yahweh), influenced by philosophical specula- 
tion emphasising the separation between the First Principle and a secondary 


> Logan: 1996, 80 
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demiurgic figure. However, it is possible to trace its origins as a develop- 
ment of dissident Judaism. The Tripartite Treatise (112, 33-113, 1) claims that 
God did not create alone, but with the assistance or through the agency 
of angels. This is not heretical and is found in Rabbinical doctrine. The 
view found justification in the Septuagint’s statement troijoauev &vOpo0- 
tov: ‘Let us make Man.’ Philo maintained this position, although he may 
have been regarded as heterodox (Christians preserved his works). Philo 
regarded this as referring to the planetary gods (pure souls/angels). The 
doctrine is related to an attitude that denigrated the value of the human 
body. According to Justin, heretical Jews claimed that the human body was 
created by angels (Dialogue 62).* This view, as well as the attendant belief 
that the human body was unworthy of creation by God, can be traced back 
to Plato’s position on the demiurgic role of the Young Gods at Tim. 41. 

A major problem in studying Gnosticism is the biased nature of the 
sources. When Irenaeus refers to their ‘wisdom’, he adds ‘falsely so-called’. 
He attacks their unity: their opinions are inconsistent (Adv. Haer. 1.11), 
they dispute amongst themselves (Adv. Haer. 1.12), they are inspired by 
evil spirits (Adv. Haer. 1.9.5) and their Biblical exegesis is described as akin 
to breaking up a mosaic of a king to construct one of a fox or dog (Adv. 
Haer. 1.8.1). Nor does Irenaeus stop there; he attacks the morality of the 
Gnostics: they not only associate with idolators and attend gladiatorial 
shows, but are even sexually promiscuous (Adv. Haer. 1.6.3f).° Irenaeus 
parodies the tendency of Gnosticism to multiply the chain of Being through 
the postulation of entities, Aeons, syzygies and angels with names such as 
‘Abyss’, ‘Silence’ and ‘Limit’. At Adv. Haer 1.11.14, in a satire of the Gnostic 
creation myth, he describes the emanation of Valentinian melons from the 
primeval beings, Gourd and Utter-Emptiness. 

Hostility to the Gnostics was not limited to the Church Fathers and 
heresiologists. Plotinus comments on acquaintances who ‘chanced to come 
upon this way of thinking before becoming our friends and I do not know 
how they manage to continue upon it’.’ Plotinus composed a treatise 
Against the Gnostics (Enn. 11 9 [33]) and frequently criticised Gnostic view- 
points.® Plotinus’ main objection seems to be the number of levels of 
Being in the Gnostic systems, as well as their world-negating stance.? He 
himself posited only three levels of Being: the One, Nous and Soul. Such 


+ Petrément: 1991, 41 5 Perkins: 1976, 196 © Perkins: 1976, 195 

7 Enn. 119 [33] 10 8 According to Porphyry, Vita Plotini 16. 

9 ‘And through naming a multitude of intelligibles, they suppose that they have found the very truth, 
but by means of this multiplicity, they turn intelligible nature into the likeness of the sensible and 
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philosophical opposition to Gnosticism is illustrated by Van den Broek’s 
comment that “Gnosticism is not even a depraved form of philosophy. It 
is something quite different, though the Gnostic writers often make use of 
philosophical ideas.”° 

As Filoramo comments, the Gnostic Demiurge is always problematic and 
never a venerable figure." This difficulty can mask some of the obvious 
differences in his role in various sects. He is central to Valentinian and 
Sethian systems, but possibly absent in the systems of Menander and 
Saturninus. He lacks a primary role in the triadic systems, of which our 
evidence derives from Pseudo-Hippolytus.’* For Ptolemy, the Demiurge 
was merely the ignorant creator of the seven heavens: 


They say that the Demiurge thought that he had constructed all of this 
himself, but he had made it as a result of Achamoth directing his course. For 
he made heaven without knowing Heaven and he moulded man although 
ignorant of Man and without knowing the Earth, he brought it to light. 
And they say that in each case he did not know the Forms (of the things) 
which he made, or even his own mother, and he thought that he alone was 
everything. (Adv. Haer. 1.5.3) 


However, this neutral position becomes more ambivalent and even overtly 
hostile in other sects. 


The origins of Valentinian Gnosticism 


Gnostic motifs can be traced in mainstream philosophy, particularly in the 
language and imagery of Stoicism. For example, Zeno claims: 


God and Mind and Destiny and Zeus are one and he was also called by many 
other names. Therefore, in the beginning, being by himself, he transformed 
all substance through air into water, and just as sperm is contained in the 
engendering fluid, so too was the spermatikos logos of the cosmos and this 
remains behind in the moisture and makes matter serviceable to himself, 
for the generation of the remaining things. And first he generated the four 
elements. (SVF 1.102f = DL vut.135) 


We also have a further metaphor from the Stoics, portraying world- 
generation in sexual terms: 


Zeus, remembering Aphrodite and genesis, softened himself and having 
quenched much of his light, transformed (it) into fiery air of less intensive 
fire. Then, having had intercourse with Hera he ejected the entire seminal 


?© Van den Broek: 1998a, 4 ™ Filoramo: 1990, 218 n. 20 2 Filoramo: 1990, 77 
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fluid of the All. Thus he made the whole substance wet, one seed of the All; 
he himself running through it, just like the forming and fashioning spirit in 
seminal fluid. (SVF 2.622) 


Imagery exploited by the Gnostics is clearly exhibited by this passage — not 
just the sexual imagery but also the role played by moisture in creation. 
Here, Hera does not actually provide anything towards the creation; she 
merely causes the fluid to be released. 

The Stoic doctrine of natural place with the various elements separating 
of their own accord also echoes the transgression of Sophia: 


They fled and turned away from each other and they endured unusual and 
stubborn impulses since they were in a state in which, according to Plato 
(Tim. 53b), all things which do not have God are, just like bodies that do 
not have mind and soul, until what was longed for came to nature out 
of Providence, when affection and Aphrodite and Eros were generated, as 
Empedocles and Parmenides and Hesiod say. (Plut., De facie in orbe lunae 
926f-927a) 


This is similar to the imagery of the Sophia myth, and in a way it is Sophia’s 
inability or rather unwillingness to accept her natural place that is the cause 
of all the trouble. It should be noted that any similarity between Stoicism 
and Gnosticism is unlikely to be the result of any direct connection between 
the two, since apart from Basilides, Gnostic thinkers’ contact with Greek 
philosophy was limited to either Pythagoreanism or Platonism. 

The Stoics’ viewpoint is shared to a certain degree by Philo, another 
important figure in tracing the development of Valentinian gnosis. Even 
though Plato had envisaged God as dealing with the world through inter- 
mediaries, illustrated by the Demiurge’s relationship to the created realm 
through the Young Gods of the Timaeus, it was Philo who managed to 
harmonise such a conception with a staunch monotheistic viewpoint. For 
Philo such intermediaries could be equated with the angels. However, God 
could also deal with the world through a predominant hypostasis, such as 
the Logos, who could also be personified as a Servant of God (or the Son, 
as exemplified in the Christian tradition by Origen). 

Another hypostasis, Ruach Jahweh, is not easily translated from Hebrew 
into Greek by trveGpya. Since Logos and Sophia do not share the same gender 
in Greek, it is difficult for Philo to present them as synonymous. Philo’s 
Logos is to some extent the ancestor of Valentinus’ Horos. At Abr. 143, it is 
not God but his subordinates who punish Sodom, and create human free 
will; just as it is the Logos-Cutter which handles matter (Spec. 1.329). Evil 


3 Stead: 1969, 97 
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cannot originate with God, but Philo is prepared to entertain the notion 
that his subordinates may be responsible for it (Opif. 75, Conf. 179, Fuga 
68ff-, QE 1.23). Similarly, Horos maintains discipline within the Pleroma 
and separates the primary Dyad from the lesser Aeons, which it would 
be beneath the dignity of the First Principle to do. The name Horos is a 
suitable one, since it also refers to the boundary separating the Pleroma 
from Sophia and the generated world. 

As Stead points out, various traces of Philo’s conceptions of Sophia could 
have given rise to Gnostic themes, particularly the notion of Sophia as the 
mother of all, as well as the idea of a fallen Sophia.'* The interesting ques- 
tion to pose is why these two elements should have entered the Valentinian 
tradition, rather than others. Sophia is generally thought to be the original 
representation of God’s primary agency, with the Logos being posited subse- 
quently. This is because of the obvious advantage that if Sophia is posited as 
God’s consort, it explains where the Logos came from, if it is claimed as the 
son of these two, whereas if the Logos emerges first, as a masculine entity, 
it cannot be claimed to be the consort of the Father, and the relationship 
between the three entities cannot be explained in human terms. Even Philo 
refers to Sophia as God’s consort." It is this sort of concept that Irenaeus 
attacks at 1.30.2/f, when he comments on the notion that the Father is the 
First Man, the Son the Second Man, and the Holy Spirit the First Woman 
with whom both have intercourse to generate the created universe. Such a 
consideration explains the pivotal role Sophia plays in the creation myth 
of Valentinianism, despite her significant ontological demotion. 

The notion of an Oriental mother-goddess, such as Isis, has been grafted 
onto Sophia, as have Pythagorean speculations concerning the Dyad as the 
first ‘feminine’ number and therefore as the mother of plurality. Xenocrates 
describes this concept at Heinze Fr. 15, describing the Dyad as the mother 
of the gods and the soul of the universe. Armstrong proposes that the 
origins of Gnosticism may be found amongst those forcibly Judaised by 
John Hyrcanus and Aristobulus during the second century Bc, such as the 
Idumaeans, Ituraeans or Peraeans, although he notes that this is merely 
speculation.© There is no need to go to such exotic lengths to find the 
origins of an anti-Judaic Gnosticism, since it could have originated within 


4 Stead: 1969, 97 

S tw yap avayxKaiov ts untpds Kal TIGiWvns TOV dAwv TaVO’ do Eis yéveotv TAGEV Elval vewTtepa. 
‘For it was necessary that all the things which pertain to generation are younger than the mother 
and nurse of the whole’, Ebr. 31. 

Armstrong: 1978, 92 n. 7 
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Christianity and Pythagorean or Platonic accounts of demiurgy conve- 
niently provided the framework for the Gnostic myth. 


The life and works of Valentinus 


Valentinus (AD c. 100-175) was born at Phrebonis in the Egyptian Delta. 
He received a Greek education at Alexandria, where he may have met 
his contemporary, Basilides. This helps to explain the curious amalgam of 
Platonic philosophy and Gnostic mythology that he exhibits in his writings. 
He later taught at Rome, but is said to have left the city after Anicetus (154— 
165) was elected bishop instead of him. This reveals the extent to which he 
could have claimed to be part of the mother church. One theological work 
On the Three Natures has been attributed to him, which deals with the 
three hypostases and persons (Father, Son and Holy Spirit) of the Trinity. 
The Tripartite Tractate (NHC 1s) is unrelated, although it probably has 
a Valentinian (c.1s0-180) provenance. Additionally, the Gospel of Truth 
(NHC 13) has been attributed to Valentinus, though without adequate 
justification. In spite of the name, this ‘gospel’ is really a homily. Other 
attributed texts include the Gospel of Philip and the Letter to Rheginos (NHC 
113, I, 4, Xi, 2). 

It is difficult to distinguish an ‘original’ Valentinian doctrine. In any 
case, much useful work in this area has been accomplished by Stead and 
Quispel.'” Each disciple seems to have made his own alterations; an accept- 
able procedure within the liberal environment of Valentinianism. A great 
preoccupation of research in this area has been a comparative study of the 
various Valentinian ‘schools’, with the admittedly logical view that the low- 
est common denominator must be Valentinus’ original teaching. For the 
purposes of my examination, I shall treat Valentinianism as a single unit, 
incorporating all the various strands, as well as whatever may have originally 
been the position of Valentinus himself, but concentrating more on the 
system in its entirety, than on the contributions of any single individual. 

Valentinus’ followers claimed that he had an apostolic accreditation for 
teaching, since it was asserted that he had been instructed by Theudas, a 
disciple of St Paul.’ Layton v Fr. A = Volker Frag. 7 reveals a similar 
claim, despite its author’s hostile stance: ‘For Valentinus says that he saw 
a newborn babe and questioned it to find out who it was. And the babe 
answered him saying that it was the Word. Thereupon, he adds to this a 
certain pompous tale, intended to derive from this his attempt at a “sect”.’ 


7 Quispel: 1951 8 Layton: 1987, 217 9 y Fr. A= (Layton) Valentinus Fragment A 
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This fragment was preserved in a quotation by Pseudo-Hippolytus Ref: 
VI.42.2. Whatever the reality of the situation, it does stress that the Valen- 
tinians did not see themselves as a schismatic group, however they may have 
been viewed by others, and expressly attempted to legitimise themselves in 
terms of the mother church. 

What Pétrement refers to as the Valentinian turning-point,”° the attempt 
by Valentinians to reduce the distance between Christianity and Gnosti- 
cism, is also an attempt by some Christians to raise their own theology to 
the same academic level as that of pagan philosophical systems with which 
they were familiar. The Valentinians originally seem to have been a sect 
within the church, rather than a separate group (heterodox rather than 
heretic), although in 692 Ap, we learn from Canon 9s5 passed at the Trul- 
lan Synod which dealt with the treatment repentant Valentinians should 
receive from the Catholic Church, that the sect still persisted. 

The Valentinians consciously attempted to link themselves with the 
‘mother church’, as well as mainstream Greek philosophy, as can be seen 
from this fragment, fortuitously preserved by Clement of Alexandria, Mis- 
cellanies (Stromateis) 6.52—3 (vol. 2, 458, 11-16 Stahlin): 


Much of what has been written in the books available to the public is 
found in the writings in the Church of God. For this common matter is 
the statements from the heart, the law written in the heart. This is the host 
of the beloved, which is beloved and loving him. (Layton v Fr. G = On 
Friends — Vélker Frag 6) 


The publicly available books are the non-Christian works of Greek philoso- 
phers. Like Philo and others before them, the Valentinians sought to rec- 
oncile the truth they perceived in mainstream philosophy with their own 
religious beliefs by claiming that earlier intellectuals whose beliefs agreed 
in whole or in part with their own were inspired by God. 

Given the fragmentary remains of writings that may be attributable to 
Valentinus, it can be easy to underestimate the extent of their influence on 
the Christian intellectual tradition, a fact attested by the hostility which 
they managed to evoke in the Church Fathers. In 229, for example, Origen 
travelled to Athens to debate with Candidus, an influential Valentinian.” 
There is evidence of their survival into the fourth century, as we hear of 
feuds between the Arians and Valentinians of Syrian Edessa during the 
reign of the Emperor Julian (361-363), while during that of Theodosius 1 
(379-395), a Valentinian Church was destroyed by monks at Callinicum 


2° Pétrement: 1991, 370-8 + Rudolph: 1983, 325 
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on the upper Euphrates.** Interestingly, this is one of the few references we 
have for specifically Valentinian worship and indicates their relationship 
to the ‘mother church’ of the period. Unfortunately, no archaeological site 
has been definitively identified as a Valentinian building. Layton raises the 
possibility that the sect survived into the fifth century, with its members 
in hiding; although Valentinus’ disciples come towards the end of the 
innovative period of western Gnosticism. They may have seen themselves 
not as a religion in competition with Christianity, but rather a sect offering 
a particular interpretation of its teaching.” 

The Valentinians’ most distinctive doctrine was their myth of Sophia. 
Their teachings can be grouped into two branches: Italic and Oriental, 
both of which varied the myth. The main source is Irenaeus Adv. Haer. 
1.11.1, although Irenaeus is not concerned with producing a comprehen- 
sive account, but with merely highlighting some differences between the 
position of Valentinus and that of the main body of the Gnostics. Layton 
breaks the entire saga down into four ‘acts’, which are the sections relat- 
ing to the Demiurge proper: the generation of the spiritual and material 
realms, the production of humans, which Irenaeus does not include in his 
account, and the Christian-soteriological section outlining the role of the 
Holy Spirit and Jesus. 

Despite the lack of acceptance by many scholars of Pétrement’s Valen- 
tinian ‘turning-point’, it does point to the problems surrounding Valenti- 
nus’ position within Gnosticism. Irenaeus is deliberately confusing in his 
application of the term ‘Gnostic and the Western Church Fathers tended 
to follow him in his inexactitude. Secondly, in the Eastern Church, the 
term had more favourable connotations than in its Western counterpart. 
The Valentinians, however, are the first sect to be mentioned by Irenaeus 
in connection with the term ‘Gnostic’.** That the term ‘Gnostic’ was con- 
ventionally used is indicated by Irenaeus’ use of Aeyouévns, although he 
provides no evidence for when or by whom this name was first utilised. 

Irenaeus associates Valentinus with the Gnostics here for his own par- 
ticular reasons. He accuses the Valentinians of plagiarism with the line 
Aeyouévns yvwortiktls aipgoews, but at the same time claims that they have 
been excessively original: 18105 yapaxthp. The Gnostics lack originality; 


» Rudolph: 1983, 325 

3 This is in spite of the fact that according to the Gospel of Philip, they celebrated additional sacraments. 

*4 6 uév yap TpP@Tos, ard Tis Aeyouévns Fvwotixiis aipécews Tas dpyas eis iSiov YapaKTiipa 
SiSacKoAiou ueBapydoas OvaAevtivos... ‘For Valentinus was first of the so-called Gnostic sect 
to correct the principles of his own school’ (Adv. Haer. 1.11.1). 
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but the Valentinians seem to be regarded by Irenaeus as a separate sect.” 
He states that they were similar to the Gnostics, which suggests that he 
did not regard both groups as identical. Irenaeus was aware that Valentinus 
could differ from mainstream Gnostic thought on important matters. For 
example: 


De ea autem quae est ex his, secunda emissione Hominis et Eccle- 
siae, ipsi patres eorum, falso cognominati Gnostici, pugnant adversus 
invicem .. . aptabile esse magis emissioni dicentes, uti verisimile, ex Homine 
Verbum, sed non ex Verbo Hominem emissum.. . 


Once again, concerning the second (generation) which is emitted from these 
[Aeons], that of Man and Church, their fathers themselves, falsely called the 
Gnostics (i.e. the knowing ones), fight amongst themselves... , saying that 
it is more suitable to the theory of emission, as being similar to the truth, 
that the Word was emitted out of Man, and not Man out of the Word. (Adv. 
Hfaer. 11.13.10) 


‘Gnostic’ for Irenaeus denotes a group of diverse heterodox beliefs, con- 
nected by their claim of a false gndsis.*° Valentinus himself seems to have 
avoided use of the term ‘Gnostic’. The epithets they applied to themselves 
were traditionally used by members of the early Church; for example ‘peo- 
ple endowed with spirit’, ‘spirituals’ (= trveupatixoi, 1 Co 2:15) and ‘the 
perfect’ (= téAeio1).*? The term ‘Valentinians’ emerges c. 160 AD, coined 
by opponents in critical pamphlets, in order to imply that this group were 
followers of Valentinus, rather than of Christ. According to Epiphanius, 
the Valentinians referred to themselves as ‘Gnostics’.** However, Epipha- 
nius cannot be viewed as a reliable authority in this case, given his need to 
maintain eighty sectarian titles in order to allude to the eighty concubines 
in the Song of Songs. 

Although Gnosticism seems to be generally presented in classical scholar- 
ship, or for that matter in philosophy and theology, as a ‘fringe movement’, 
Valentinianism was too important to ignore for figures such as Clement of 
Alexandria or Origen. In this we are fortunate, since it provides us with a 
source of information; as opposed to the situation regarding Gnosticism 
within Judaism. The rabbis had a much mote effective way of dealing 
with heretics; by simply ignoring them, the details of the heresy would not 
spread — quite correctly, as it turns out. 


5. &plotepdv Apxovta £S0yparicey Spoiws Tois ANONcopEvols UM’ HUdSv yevsovupois Pywotikois, 
‘And he [i.e. Valentinus] had a doctrine of a left-sided Archon; in this he agreed with the falsely-called 
Gnostics about whom we have been speaking.’ (Adv. Haer. 1.11.1) 

26 Brakke: 2010, 4 *7 Layton : 1987, 270 

8 Epiph. Pan. 31.1.1, 31.7-8, 31.36.4, 33-11, 31.565 
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The myth of Sophia, in addition to being distinctly Valentinian, also 
demonstrates the development of Valentinian thought in the various 
‘schools’. The main source is the work of Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyons, Expo- 
sure and Refutation of the falsely so-called Gnostics (Adversus Haereses) in five 
books. The original Greek version for the first part of Book 1 was preserved 
by Epiphanius’ Haer. 31, although the complete Latin version survives. 
The work also survives in Armenian and Syriac. It is generally thought to 
expound the doctrines of the founder of the Italian branch, Ptolemaeus. It 
was composed over a lengthy period; Rudolph suggests during the reign of 
the Emperor Commodus (180-192). 

It seems to have been written to combat the Gnostic heresy, which from 
the second half of the second century, during the reign of Marcus Aurelius, 
having originated in Asia Minor, began to spread towards Lyons, where 
Irenaeus was consecrated bishop in 177-178. It was also reported that he died 
during a persecution c. 200. The ostensible motive for composing the work 
was to satisfy a friend’s request for information concerning Valentinian 
doctrine. Irenaeus deals with a variety of sects that fall under the term 
Gnostic. He claims to have relied on the written and oral accounts of the 
Valentinians, which independent research has confirmed. 

Second in order of importance is the Refutation of all Heresies (incor- 
rectly) attributed to Hippolytus, Book v1, 29-36. There are also a set of 
extracts from Clement of Alexandria’s Excerpta ex Theodoto. The prob- 
lem with these is that they are completely out of context and they are 
interspersed in a confusing manner with Clement’s views, although they 
have the great advantage of providing information on Theodotus’ oriental 
branch, while Irenaeus and Pseudo-Hippolytus have an Italian bias. 

In addition to the above-mentioned sources there are some others, of 
which unfortunately not enough survives to draw firm conclusions from. 
These include the fragments of Heracleon, taken from a Commentary on 
John, and the fragments of Valentinus. Irenaeus Adv. Haer. 1.11.1 contains 
some details concerning Valentinus, and he also mentions some other 
systems derived from Valentinianism. There is also a Valentinian letter 
at Epiphanius, Haer. 31.5-6 and an Adversus Valentinianos by Tertullian, 
which is based on Irenaeus’ version. W. Vélker’s traditional numerical 
order of the Valentinian fragments is not followed by Layton, who prefers 
to arrange the fragments based on the order of the Gnostic myth, while 


79 Rudolph: 1983, 1 
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Volker Fr. 8 is listed as a separate section, VHr by Layton, as he regards it 
as a complete work, rather than a fragment.’° In the interests of clarity, my 
practice here will be to provide both numerations. 


Valentinian myth of Sophia 


There are two variations of the Valentinian myth, deriving from the two 
main branches. Irenaeus is the main source for A, while Pseudo-Hippolytus 
is the main source for B. However, it should be noted that elements of 
version B can be identified in Irenaeus — in 11.3 and 11.4." The Valentinian 
system posits a plethora of entities between the First Principle and the 
Demiurge (see Fig. 8.1), although in comparison with the Basilidean system, 
where the material realm is fabricated by the three hundred and sixty- 
fifth generation of angels, it could be viewed as rather restrained. These 
hypostases, which represent modes of God, are paired into syzygies and then 
grouped together into larger formations, which could be viewed as families. 
First comes the Primal Ogdoad** (Abyss = Silence/Thought, Intellect = 
Truth, the Word = Life, Human Being = Church).*? Word and Life then 
emanate a second group of ten Aeons (the Deep-Sunken = Intercourse, 
the Unaging = Union, the Self-Produced = Pleasure, the Motionless = 
Mixture, the only-Begotten = Blessed). The Twelve Aeons are emanated 
from Human Being and the Church (the Intercessor = Faith, the Fatherly 
= Hope, the Motherly = Love, the Ever-Flowing = Intelligence, the 
Ecclesiastical = Blessedness, Theletos (the Desired) = Sophia). 

Such a system can be seen as an attempt to convey the various concep- 
tions of God without compromising the simplicity of the First Principle. 
However, unlike Origen who locates them all within his Christ-Logos and 
thereby dispenses with the need for numerous hypostases, the Valentinians 
are able to adopt this approach since a fragmented godhead is one of the 
cornerstones of their theology. Even though they posit such an elaborate 
system, it fails to work even within the terms which the Valentinians set 
themselves, or perhaps it would be fairer to say that while it is possible that 
such a system might function within a mythic framework, when tested 
with the touchstone of metaphysics, it feels as though the entire structure 
begins to break down. 


3° The so-called Summer Harvest. 

3! Stead: 1969, 78 outlines the extent of the influence of version B on Irenaeus’ account. 

» Tuse the equals sign to indicate the consort of the male hypostasis which appears on the left. 

33. This is only in version A (Irenaeus); in version B (Pseudo-Hippolytus), there is no primal octet. 
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The Abyss = Silence/Thought 
b 
Intellect = Truth 
Primal Tetraktys 
The Word = Life 


Human Being = Church 


Primal Ogdoad 
Group of ten Aeons (emitted by Word and Life) 
The Deep-Sunken = Intercourse 
The Unaging = Union 
The Self-Produced = Pleasure 
The Motionless = Mixture 
Christ and Holy Spirit — The Only-Begotten = Blessed 


(Emitted by Only-Begotten through the Abyss's foresight) 


INNER BOUNDARY 


(Emitted in image of parent through agency of Only-Begotten, Iren., Adv. Haer.1.2.4) 


Group of twelve Aeons (emitted by Human Being and Church) 


The Intercessor = Faith 


Fig. 8.1 The Valentinian myth of Sophia 
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“ The Fatherly = Hope 
Fullness of Aeons contribute The Motherly = Love 
‘most beautiful and splendid The Ever-Flowing = Intelligence 
that it had within itself’ to The Ecclesiastical = Blessedness 
emanate the ‘perfect fruit, The Desired (Theletos) = Wisdom (Sophia) 
Jesus’ L 


(and angels as his bodyguards) 


PLEROMA 


Achamoth 


SUBLUNAR REALM 


Matter, Demiurge 
Six other Archons 


World Ruler (Devil) and Demons 


Material and Inanimate Adam (all products of the Demiurge) 


Fig. 8.1 (cont.) 


Leaving aside the question of whether the First Principle should be above 
the law of the syzygy, there is the question of how these various groups 
relate to one another. Where do Human Being and Church emerge from 
to emanate the group of twelve Aeons? Christ plays a role later on in the 
Sophia myth, but at least he is described as emerging from Intellect. This 
makes Intellect the Father, which might be acceptable in this scheme where 
he is described as the parent and the source of the entirety. However, he 
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can only be the third-highest ranking aeon, since Silence and Abyss come 
first. Indeed Abyss is referred to as prior source. 

This is perhaps a throwback to the persistent attempts within philosophy 
to outdo Plato by going back further than him in attempting to uncover 
the origin of the universe, and describing the First Principle as Forefather 
or Pre-First Principle. Abyss is described as prior source. It is problematic 
in a ‘Christian’ document for Christ to not be emanated directly from the 
First Principle. It is also unclear how the Holy Spirit is generated, though 
it seems to be floating around in the Pleroma, and given Origen’s system, 
it does not seem to have been unusual to have assigned it no metaphysical 
role at all. It is also unclear how, when or by whom Horos is produced, 
although since he separates the primary Dyad from Intellect, there are 
good grounds for assuming that it is emanated fairly early on. In analysing 
this system, the hypostases which are actually of importance are the First 
Principle and Sophia. 

The Valentinian First Principle is described in negative terms — it is 
located ‘within indivisible and unnameable heights, where there was — 
they say — a pre-existent, perfect eternity; this they call also prior source, 
ancestor and Abyss. And it existed uncontained, invisible, everlasting 
and unengendered. Within infinite eternal realms, it was in great still- 
ness and rest: And with it coexisted thought, which they also call loveliness 
and silence. (1.1.1) 

This thought is the consort of the First Principle; together they emanate 
the next principle: 


And at some point the Abyss thought to emit from himself the Beginning 
of everything, and he placed this emanation, which he had decided to issue 
forth, just like sperm, in the womb of Silence, which existed together with 
him. And she received the sperm and conceived and brought forth Mind, 
which was of a similar nature and equal to the one who had emitted it 
and which alone understood the magnitude of his father. And they call this 
Mind the only-begotten and Father and principle of everything. (Iren., Adv. 
Haer. 1.1.1) 


This primary divine couple is an allegory for a Dyad as the First Principle, 
rather than a single First Principle or two antagonistic principles. This is 
indicated by the statement: ‘For sometimes they claim that the father is 
with a consort, Silence, and at other times that it is beyond male and female’ 
(Iren., Adv Haer. 1.2.4). I think the Valentinian group which suggested this 
formulation were attempting to adopt a more monistic stance. The version 
described by Pseudo-Hippolytus also envisages the cosmos as originating 
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from a single male principle and therefore allocates no female consort 
to Abyss: &@nAuv Kal &Zuyov Kai udvov Tov Tatépa, ‘a non-female and 
unjoined and only father’ (Ps.-Hipp. Ref. v1.29.3.4). For Irenaeus, however, 
the First Principle is Utépappev Kal UTrépOnAv, ‘beyond male and female’, 
(Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.1.3.17). In the version where the parent has no female 
counterpart, he emits a boundary which purifies Sophia and reunites her 
with Theletos, but expels her unlawful passion. 


They say that the forefather was only known by the only-begotten, which 
was generated from him, that is by Mind and to the others he remains 
invisible and unreachable. According to them, Mind alone delighted in 
contemplating the father and glorified in comprehending its immeasurable 
magnitude, And he decided to communicate to the other Aeons the magni- 
tude of the father and how great he was and that he was without a beginning 
and uncontained and impossible to see. But by the will of the father, Silence 
restrained him on account of the father’s wish to lead them up to thought 
and to the desire to seek the aforementioned forefather. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 
1.2.1) 


This is similar to Origen’s view that only the Son knows the Father.*+ The 
Gospel of Truth explains how the First Principle actually emanates these 
entities: 


All the ways are his emanations. They know that they have emanated from 
him like children who were within a mature man, but knew that they had 
not yet received form nor had been given name. It is when they receive the 
impulse towards acquaintance with the Father that he gives birth to each. 
Otherwise, although they are within him, they do not recognise him. The 
Father himself is perfect and acquainted with every way that is in him. If 
he wills, what he wills appears, as he gives it form and name. And he gives 
it name and causes it to make them come into existence. (GT 27; trans. 
Layton) 


There is some difference in terminology between the Gospel of Truth and 
the version of Irenaeus, with the Aeons being referred to as ways. Both 
versions also differ in the details that lead to the fall of Sophia: 


But Wisdom (Sophia) — the last and youngest Aeon of the twelve which 
had been emitted by the Human Being and the Church — surged forward 
and underwent a passion without the union of her consort, the Desired 
(Theletos). The passion began in the region of Mind and Truth, but it 


34 This parallel is brought out more forcefully at the Gospel of Truth 16 ‘that they might learn to know 
him through the power of the Word that emanated from the fullness that is in the Father’s thought 
and intellect — the Word who is spoken of as “saviour”.’ (trans. Layton) 
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plunged into this (Aeon), which had been deflected, ostensibly on account 
of love, but in reality on account of recklessness, because she did not have 
the same communion with the perfect father as Mind had. The passion was 
the quest for the father. For, they say that she desired to comprehend his 
magnitude. Then, since she was not able, since she had thrown herself into 
an impossible matter, she became embroiled in great distress on account of 


the magnitude of the Deep, and the inscrutability of the father and her love 
for him. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.2.2) 


Here it is as a result of her unacceptable desire to know the First Principle 
that she transgresses (the Limit) and falls. In Pseudo-Hippolytus’ version, 
she attempts to imitate the Creator by producing an offspring without her 
consort. Sophia is less culpable in version A, where even if she acts out 
of ignorance, she also acts out of love. Version B reveals her as hubristic; 
assuming that she is capable of emulating the creative power of the Father, 
and in acting above the law of the syzygy (she produces without her 
consort). There is no element of jealousy in Sophia’s attempt to emulate 
the Creator; similar divine beneficence can be observed in Plato’s Tim. 28e— 
29a (although there evidently in a less antagonistic or culpable context) and 
reminds one of the descent of Man in the Poimandres to emulate the activity 
of his brother, the Demiurge. 

Sophia is then kept out of the ineffable magnitude and turns back to 
herself. In version A only the guilty intention of Sophia is expelled, not 
Sophia herself. This lower entity is forced outside the outer boundary of 
the Pleroma. (In a sense, this is the first time that the outer boundary 
of the Pleroma acquires any importance, since it is the first moment in 
the cosmology that an entity exists outside the fullness of the Pleroma). 
This lower Sophia is also known as Achamoth (a garbled form of the 
Hebrew Hokhma, meaning wisdom or Sophia); a spiritual essence since it 
results from the natural impulse of an aeon, but on account of her lack 
of comprehension, she is without form and imageless and is described as 
a weak and female fruit.%° It is expelled from the Pleroma, like an aborted 
foetus. 


% In The Gospel of Truth 17, the error is that of the whole Pleroma: ‘Inasmuch as the entirety 
had searched for the one from whom they had emanated, and the entirety was inside of him — 
the inconceivable uncontained, who is superior to all thought — ignorance of the Father caused 
agitation and fear. And the agitation grew dense like fog, so that no one could see. Thus error found 
strength and laboured at her matter in emptiness. Without having learned to know the truth, she 
took up residence in a modelled form, preparing by means of the power, in beauty, a substitute for 
truth.’ (trans. Layton) 

36 Adv. Haer. 1.2.4 
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This parallels the description of the Demiurge as an éxtpwya or 
abortion — whatever offspring Sophia gives birth to is of necessity defective, 
since it is conceived without the participation of her consort or the will 
of the supreme principle.*” The myth now requires the emanation of two 
further Aeons to rectify the situation: Christ and the Holy Spirit or Pneuma. 
The Holy Spirit and Christ set the Pleroma in order by equalising the Aeons 
(1.2.5-6). As a result of this equalisation all of the Aecons become intellects, 
Words, human beings and Christs; in other words they become ‘equal in 
form and intention’ (1.2.6), which indicates some sort of unification of the 
godhead. It is interesting to find a demiurgical role attributed to the Holy 
Spirit in the Christian tradition or rather quasi-Christian tradition, since in 
Origenian thought it has no such function and is not even a metaphysical 
principle. However, for Origen, it does have a soteriological role, and if 
one was to be exact that is just what it is engaged upon here. 

The Aeon Christ descends out of the Pleroma in order to stabilise Sophia. 
There should really be no need for this action, as it seems to be merely a 
duplication of the activity of the Holy Spirit. It seems to be part of the 
development of the elaborate Gnostic systems, which appear to contain 
redundant entities (perhaps as the result of the combination of Christian 
and philosophical entities): 


Then the (higher) Christ pitied her and extended himself through the cross 
and by means of his own power he shaped it into a form, only according to 
essence, but not according to knowledge (gvosis). And having accomplished 
this, he ran back up, and withdrew his power and he abandoned ‘her’ 
so that she might perceive the passions around her, in which she was strug- 
gling, on account of her separation from the Pleroma and desire something 
different, for she possessed a certain perfume of immortality, which had 
been left behind for her by Christ and the Holy Spirit. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 
1.4.1) 


The emergence of these Acons is significant in numerous ways. Firstly, 
Christ and the Holy Spirit need to be written into the Gnostic myth, so 
to speak, in order to explain the emergence of the Christian Trinity. It 
would seem, then, that in spite of their age, they must be promoted to 
a senior rank in the Pleroma, just below the Father (who himself, as we 
have already seen, may be only the second-ranking principle). If this event 


37 Hypostasis of the Archons (NHC 1.4, 94 (142), 5-13: ‘Sophia (Wisdom) which is called “Pistis” wished 
to create a work alone without a consort. And her work became an image of heaven, (so that) a 
curtain exists between the heavenly and lower regions (Aeons). And a shadow came into being 
beneath the curtain, and that shadow became matter.’ (trans. Rudolph) 
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takes place in version A, it means that the number of Aeons totals thirty- 
two. If one includes Jesus, that provides thirty-three Aeons; significantly 
the age at which the Saviour died.** The Valentinians are displaying the 
same evidence of rationality in their account of creation as Plato does in 
the Zimaeus. However, here we are discussing the godhead, which should 
display rationality; whereas the entire act of creation within Valentinianism 
is irrational. The role played by Christ was a Valentinian development and 
was seen as a prefiguration of the soteriological role which he plays later on 
when dealing with humanity. 

The Pleroma’s structure also displays Pythagorean influence in both 
versions. The primary Ogdoad can either be divided into two tetrads or 
four pairs, both of which reveal the significance of the numbers two and 
four, although all numbers up to ten in Pythagorean numerology have some 
significance. The pairing of male and female through the entire structure 
of the Pleroma, including the First Principle, reflects the importance of 
ouduyia (sexual union) within the Valentinian system, illustrated by the 
letter of Epiphanius.® Version B traces Being to a Monad which produces 
a Dyad. Even though this Dyad (ous and Aletheia) is composed of male 
and female, it is collectively female.*° Version A, as Stead notes, is less 
acceptable to the Jewish or Christian reader, who would raise no objections 
to claiming an ultimate Monad, but could not really agree with the claim 
of an ultimate Dyad.“’ 

Sophia is conscious of the wrong that she has committed and attempts 
to turn around. In Pseudo-Hippolytus’ version, all of the Aeons are thrown 
into confusion by the transgression of Sophia. Achamoth undergoes man- 
ifold passions because she is cut off from the Pleroma. It is these emotions 
that become matter.** This is important, since it indicates that the material 
realm is created not merely as the result of a split within the godhead, rather 
than due to the divine plan, but also as the result of a mistake perpetrated 
by this fragmented section of the godhead. 


They say that this is how the composition and essence of the matter came 
about, from which the world was assembled. For from this reversion, the 
whole World-Soul and the Demiurge arose, and other things had their origin 
from her fear and from her grief. For all moist essences were generated from 
her tears, and bright ones from her laughter, and from her grief and shock 


This total, however, disagrees with the account at 1.3. or 111.1, although this may come from version 
B. 

39 Pythagoreanism also contained a series of pairs of syzygies. 

4° Kupia Kal &pxt) Kal utyTNp, ‘power and principle and mother’ (Ps.-Hipp. 29.6). 

4 Stead: 1969, 80 # Adv. Haer. 1.5.4 
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the bodily elements of the cosmos. For they say that sometimes she cried and 
mourned that she had been left behind alone in the darkness and emptiness 
and sometimes when she thought about the light which had left her, she 
was put in a good humour and she laughed and once again at other times, 
she was afraid and on still other occasions, she was perplexed and driven out 
of her senses. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.4.2) 


However, every thought in the divine world, even a guilty one or one not 
authorised by the supreme principle, becomes a hypostasis. As a result, 
expelling the thought is only the second-best option, because even the 
Aeon Christ is unable to remove it completely: 


He separated (the passions) from her, but did not ignore them, for it was 
impossible to obliterate them like those of the first (Sophia), since they 
were already consitituted and powerful, but instead he separated them and 
mixed them and stabilised them and from incorporeal passions, he changed 
them into incorporeal matter. Then he supplied them with appropriate 
characteristics and with a nature, so that they might enter into compounds 
and bodies, from which two essences came about, an evil one from the 
passions and a passionate one from the reversion. It is on account of this 
that they say that the saviour acted with the power of a demiurge. (Iren., 
Adv. Haer. 1.4.5) 


Here Christ can be regarded as a sort of Demiurge within the divine 
world, given his attempt to stabilise it and impose order upon disorder; 
the reference to compounds and essences reminds one of the Timaeus. Yet, 
strictly speaking, there should be no need for this type of ordering activity 
not just within the divine world, but within the very godhead. It is an 
example of the extent to which a rather commonplace philosophical motif 
has been seized upon by the Gnostics and used in an unsuitable context, 
which quite frankly produces bizarre consequences. 

Jesus is the joint emanation of the entire Pleroma, their ‘common 
fruit’, produced from the fullness of the Aeons, each contributing the 
best that it has within itself and simultaneously producing the angels as 
His bodyguard.** It seems that he supersedes Christ and Word, since he 
assumes these titles, despite the pre-existence of these entities. This agrees 


43 Cf Gospel of Truth 26: ‘All the ways moved and were disturbed, for they had neither basis nor 
stability and Error became excited, not knowing what to do [she] was troubled, mourned and cried 
out that she understood nothing inasmuch as acquaintance which meant the destruction of her and 
all the emanations had drawn near to her’ (trans. Layton). Interestingly, the author does not refer 
to the fallen Aeon by the contradictory name of Sophia —Wisdom, but rather Error, which more 
accurately reflects her situation. 

44 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.2.6 
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with the view that, as divine messenger, he is endowed with the power of 
all the Aeons, as well as the Father.** At Pseudo-Hippolytus, Ref’ v1.32.1-2, 
it seems that the power described is Carpos, which is also Jesus, since he is 
the Kaptrés (fruit) of the Pleroma, as is pointed out at Pseudo-Hippolytus, 
Ref. v1.32.2.4. Jesus is seen by Sophia (ovv 6An TH KapTrogopia avtou, ‘with 
the whole of his fruit-bearing nature’) and marries her.*° It is difficult to 
understand why such a marriage is necessary, unless to ensure that she has 
a consort and to parallel the restoration of the first Sophia to Theletos. In 
this context of duplication, Jesus may not be intended to supersede Christ, 
but to act as a second Christ, replicating the saving work of the first Christ 
in the physical realm. 
Sophia then initiates world-creation: 


Of these three (essences) which, according to them, existed at this point, 
one derived from her passions, which was matter, another from her rever- 
sion, which was the psychic and that which she had borne, which was the 
pneumatic and she turned to the shaping of these essences. But she was not 
able to shape the pneumatic, since it was of the same sort of essence as she 
was. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.1) 


This is important for Gnostic eschatology, since it explains the three classes 
of soul. Evidently, this differs greatly from Origen, who regards souls as 
the same in their essence. For the Gnostics, then, individual salvation 
seems predetermined, having been fixed at the moment of creation. Sophia 
produes a god who is both a Demiurge and parent; drawing on the Timaean 
distinction between ‘maker and father’. He is the ‘mother-father’ of the 
‘animates’ (i.e. Gnostics) referred to as ‘those on the right’ and craftsman 
of the ‘materials’ (i.e. non-Gnostics).*” 

This reference to the right and left seems to be an attempt to incorporate 
the notion of the Cosmocrator or the left-sided ruler. In this version, there 
is no real need for him, since the Demiurge is the creator of the material 
realm. The Cosmocrator is depicted as the brother of the Demiurge;** 
he is more evil with a ‘spiritalis malitia, but he is also superior since he 
knows more concerning the higher powers than the Demiurge. In systems 
which acknowledge the Cosmocrator, the Demiurge is usually envisaged 
as ruling on the right-hand side; though here he appears to have jurisdic- 
tion on both sides: he is described as king of all (i.e. both ‘animates’ and 
‘materials’). The Cosmocrator seems to be a later addition to the system, 
only included when Valentinianism began to propound the doctrine that 


4 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.2.6 46 Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.1.8; Ps.-Hipp. 34.4 
47 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.1 48 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.4 
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the Demiurge was not evil; not good, but just. This left a vacancy, 
which was supplied by an entity found in the writings of St Paul. While 
St Paul clearly never regards the world as the product of any entity other 
than the God of the Christians,*? he does frequently regard the (Judaic) 
law as the product of the angels (though this does not imply that it was 
designed without the consent of God). This subjected Man to the rule of 
the angels,°° and may lie in the background of the emergence of a figure 
(Demiurge or Cosmocrator) ruling the world in opposition to the supreme 
God.” 

Strangely, the Saviour acts through Achamoth to make images in honour 
of the Aeons. She keeps the image of the invisible parent with which the 
Demiurge is not acquainted, while he keeps an image of the only-begotten 
child and the archangels and angels retain images of other Aeons.** There 
seems to be an element of parallelism common in Gnostic myths in this 
passage. The Saviour acts through Achamoth, just as she acts through the 
Demiurge to mitigate the effects of creation. One must ask what are the 
images of the Aeons that she is creating here. It would appear to be a 
second Pleroma (but inferior because it is merely an image of the first). 
The images must be an equivalent to the Platonic Forms, so it would seem 
that she is transmitting the Forms to the Demiurge to ensure that some of 
the goodness of the Pleroma is replicated in created reality. 

This is not unusual in Gnostic myth; what is not so commonplace is a 
description of how she transmitted those images, such as we have here. It is 
not the case that Achamoth communicates these forms to the Demiurge in 
an attempt to repent of what she has done (nothing, in fact, since the fault 
is that of the older Sophia). Rather she performs this activity under the 
orders, as it were, of the Saviour. Each entity’s retention of an image seems 
related to its ontological rank. The Demiurge’s retention of an image of the 
only-begotten child (i.e. intellect) echoes his original characterisation as an 
intellective entity (even if in the Gnostic myths this is not so immediately 
apparent). A variant of the myth suggests that Achamoth has intercourse 
with the angels: “But Achamoth (i.e. the lower Sophia), having been freed 
from her passions, took pleasure in the sight of the lights, that is the angels 
who were with him (the Sotér), was impregnated by them and bore fruit 
after their image.’ As Achamoth has been freed from passions, perhaps 
no sexual fault is implied here. 


49 Romans 1:20 

5° Gal. 4:3: ‘So with us, when we were children, we were slaves to the elemental spirits of the universe.’ 
Cf. Gal. 4:9 -11 

* Pétrement: 1991, 62-3. % Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.1 3 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.4.5 
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This brings us to the Demiurge, who is essentially a creator-angel. He 
tends to be identified with titles given to God in the Old Testament, 
most frequently Ialdabaoth (probably from a Semitic root ialad ‘child’ and 
baoth ‘chaos’, hence ‘child of chaos’).°* He is also referred to as Esaldaios 
(= El Shaddai), Elohim, Iao, Sabaoth. As Jaldabaoth (an Ophite/Sethian 
appellation), he is frequently identified with Saturn and depicted as a lion. 
Since Yahweh’s day, the Sabbath, is celebrated on Saturn’s day, Saturday, 
this helps to explain how the identification took place. 

Taldabaoth is the ‘father of the powers’. In some sects, he fathers seven 
sons, the Archons, the eldest of whom, Sabaoth, the ‘god of the powers’ is 
actually the Demiurge. It makes little sense, however, to have a Demiurge 
whose sole metaphysical purpose is to emanate another Demiurge. In some 
versions Pistis Sophia and her daughter Zoe intervene to allow Sabaoth to 
take his father’s place. This is because he does penance when he realises his 
father’s delusion; he becomes a Christian in advance of Christianity. This 
division may stem from the Gnostic perception that Yahweh, God of the 
Law, was the least acceptable aspect of the Old Testament God, while the 
God of the prophets after Moses or the Creator (the Demiurge proper) was 
more satisfactory. The Demiurge generates the physical universe as follows: 


So they say he became a father and god of things outside the Pleroma, 
being the maker of all psychic and material things. For he separated the two 
compounded essences and he made bodies out of the incorporeal and he 
wrought as a craftsman the heavenly and earthly and caused the material and 
the psychic to come into being, Demiurge of the right and left, of the light 
and the heavy, of the upward- and downward-tending. For he fabricated 
seven heavens, above which is — they say — the Demiurge. On account of 
this they call him the Hebdomad (the seventh) and they call Achamoth the 
mother the Ogdoad (the eight) and she preserves the number of the primal 
and the first Ogdoad of the Pleroma. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.2) 


The reference to the seven heavens was by now standard. Each contained its 
own ruling Archon (an adaptation of the Jewish archangels). However, the 
importance of Sophia in terms of creation is such that in certain accounts 
it is she who is envisaged as physically moulding matter.” These seven 
heavens are described as intellectual and as angels, while the Demiurge is 
an angel resembling God. Paradise is located above the third heaven and 
Adam is described as having ‘got something from it when he passed time 
within it’.°° 

4 Pétrement: 1991, 43 % Cf Gospel of Truth 17 quoted above (note 35). 

56 Tren., Adv Haer. 1.5.2. Cf 1.71. 


228 Valentinus and the Gnostics 


What could Adam have gotten from the fourth heaven if not some kind 
of gift, similar to that bestowed upon Man in the Poimandres? Clearly 
this motif has remained on in the Valentinian myth, but not much is said 
concerning it because it has become redundant, since Sophia is now the 
entity whose fall is responsible for creation, and not Man. The Demiurge 
constructs the physical world ‘through Achamoth’s act of emission’, though 
he believes that he is generating of his own accord and he remains ignorant 
of his mother’s existence.” This ignorance is characteristic of the Gnostic 
Demiurge: ‘For he made heaven without knowing Heaven and he moulded 
man although ignorant of Man and without knowing the Earth, he brought 
it to light.’ It is because the Demiurge is not acquainted with the ‘ideal 
Forms’ that the physical world is deficient. However, in this version the 
Demiurge is not to blame for his ignorance, but rather Achamoth, since 
she conspires to keep him in this state. This contrasts with the usual view 
that Sophia conspires when the Demiurge is creating Man to place a spark 
of spirit in him so that Adam becomes superior to creation and a son of 
the true God. This text has been influenced by an alternative strand of the 
tradition, in which the spark implanted in mankind is something negative 
(a spark of the female sex), and so Achamoth can be viewed as an almost 
malevolent entity. 

The Valentinian Demiurge is the unconscious instrument of divine will. 
He is directed in the act of creation by the Logos of God. In systems 
influenced by Valentinianism, he is ignorant, rather than evil. Yet in the 
Apocryphon of John, Ialdabaoth’s position is motivated by jealousy of the 
higher God. He safeguards his status by cheating the other Archons in 
what he apportions: 


He apportioned to them some of his fire, which is his own attribute and 
of his power, but of the pure Light of the power which he had inherited 
from his Mother, he gave them none. For this reason he held sway over 
them, because of the glory that was in him from the power of the Light 
of the Mother. Therefore he let himself be called ‘the God’ renouncing the 
substance from which he had issued. And he contemplated the creation 
beneath him and the angels under him, which had sprung from him, and he 
said to them ‘I am a jealous god, besides me there is none’ — thereby already 
indicating to the angels beneath him, that there is another God: for if there 
were none, of whom should he be jealous? (41:13/f; 44:97; Till) 


This is a Gnostic motif with Christian imagery. Ialdabaoth’s claim to be 
the sole God is met with a retort from on high or from the soul of the 
Gnostic returning to its origin, which invokes its knowledge of Sophia and 


37 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.3 8 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.3 
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of the unknown God. Sometimes his mother, Sophia responds: ‘Do not 
lie, Ialdabaoth: above you is the father of all, the First Man and Man, the 
son of Man.’°° The mention of Man invokes the primordial Man of the 
Poimandres. The term arises from the view that since God created Man in 
his own image, then God can be referred to as Man. Reading Genesis from a 
Gnostic viewpoint, however, suggests that Man is the Demiurge. Saturnilus 
changed the Biblical text so that the Archons say ‘Let us make man in the 
image and likeness’ rather than ‘in our image and likeness’. Man is created 
in the image of God (Gen. 1:26—7), rather than of his creator, the Gnostic 
Demiurge. This is because Sophia or the true God tricks the Demiurge into 
creating a being greater than himself by supplying the pneumatic element. 
It is this that is ‘alien’ to the world. Man’s superiority to the Archons who 
made him is stressed also at Layton v Fr. C = Volker Frag 1 = Clem., 
Strom. 2.36.2—4 (133.6—-16 Stahlin): 


And just as panic overcame the angels on account of the moulded form, 
since it uttered what was greater than its moulding on account of the one, 
who unseen, deposited in it a seed of the essence from above and who spoke 
openly, in this way too in the races of earthly men the works of men become 
objects of terror to the ones who made them, such as statues and images and 
everything which hands make as a pretence of God. For Adam, having been 
moulded as a pretence of Man, rendered them fearful of the pre-existent 
Man, since this stood in him and being terrified, they quickly spoilt the 
work. 


Despite this superiority, Man is still inferior to the ‘pre-existent human 
being’ envisaged by God and the actual production, a theme one can also 
observe in Philo. However, in this case the Archons can be blamed for the 
inferiority of Man, just as in the 7imaeus the work of the Young Gods 
was responsible for Man’s mortality. Man is still formed according to the 
divine image and the God rectifies his inadequacy, since he improves upon 
what has been modelled (Layton v Fr. D = Volker Frag 5 = Clem., Strom. 
4.89.6—4.90.1 (vol. 2.287.21-7 Stahlin)): 


Just as much as an image is inferior to the living face, to this extent too 
is the comos inferior to living eternity. What, then, is the cause of the 
portrait? It is the greatness of the face that has provided the impression to 
the painter, so that it might be honoured under his name. For the shape is 
not authoritatively secured, but the name completes the deficiency in the 
representation. And the unseen (activity?) of God works together with what 
has been moulded to make it credible. 


99 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.21.5 6° Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.30.6 
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Man’s members (i.e. the Church) remain in the world as prisoners, but can 
escape through gnosis. The story of Man is a prefigurement of the fate of 
Christ and the myth is probably inspired by it. 


The end of creation 


The Valentinian concept of creation also envisages what will occur at the 
end of the world, when the Demiurge and the souls of the just will move to 
the midpoint, occupied by Sophia, but will remain outside the fullness.” 
Philosophically, this is particularly interesting. Many metaphysical systems 
have a cyclical concept; for example, Stoic ekpyrosis or Platonic metempsy- 
chosis. Here the goal of Valentinianism is the negation of creation. Unlike 
Origen, a second fall is not envisaged or at least never made explicit. Cre- 
ation is totally pointless, although at least Valentinus envisages some hope 
of salvation for the creator. Unlike other Gnostic sects, he also recognises the 
possibility of some (albeit limited) salvation for the just (non-Gnostics). 
Still, unlike in Plato’s system, they never get a second chance. Once all 
human souls have escaped, the material fabric of created reality will be 
destroyed by fire and matter will enter into ‘definitive non-existence’. 
It is an indictment of creation when the entire goal of the Valentinian 
system is to seek to undo it. In the Valentinian system, no doubt as part 
of its rapprochement with the Jewish tradition, the Demiurge is allowed 
to repent at the arrival of the Saviour and be rewarded by a place at the 
midpoint.® 

The Demiurge is not an antagonistic power, but it seems that a particular 
divine role has been allotted to him; he is something like the caretaker of the 
Cratylus. While this may not prove Pétrement’s ‘Valentinian turning-point’, 
the notion of the Jewish Yahweh acting as a protector for the Christian 
Church certainly indicates a change in outlook that has taken place since 
the emergence of Christian Gnosticism. The spirits of the Gnostics become 
detached from their souls and enter the Pleroma with Achamoth; and are 
bestowed as brides on the angels around the saviour. According to the 
Gospel of Truth, the material world will be dissolved, rather like the system 
in Origen.°* 


& Tren., Adv Haer. 1.7.1 & Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.7.1 

% Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.7.4. This is similar to the mother’s readmission into the Pleroma when she is 
viewed as having become completely rehabilitated in the Barbelognostic system. Cf Iren., Adv. 
Hraer. 1.29.4. 

64 GTr 25: ‘But when unity makes the ways complete it is in unity that all will gather themselves, and 
it is by acquaintance that all will purify themselves out of multiplicity into unity, consuming matter 
within themselves as fire, and darkness by light, and death by life.’ (trans. Layton) 
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Intense debate has been sparked off by both variants of the Sophia myth as 
to which is the original Valentinian version. As Stead has illustrated, it is 
likely that it is neither, but that both are sophisticated versions of a much 
simpler original doctrine held by Valentinus himself. Stead advances 
several cogent arguments in favour of such a view. Firstly, both versions are 
organised in two phases (events within the Pleroma and activity subsequent 
to the fall). Secondly, the myth employs formal parallelism at several points. 
The First Sophia and the other Aeons do not know their origin, which is 
known by Monogenes (Adv. Haer. 1.3.13), in order that they may long to see 
the Father. Likewise, the younger Sophia is not informed about her origin 
by Christ so that she may long for better things (Adv. Haer. 1v.1.33-4). 

The First Sophia acts without her consort (Adv. Haer. 1.2.2), while the 
younger Sophia is without a consort (Adv. Haer. 1.4.1). Indeed, it might be 
said that she is below the law of the syzygy. Thirdly, there is the parallelism 
between Sophia’s attempt to know the Father, which is stopped by Horos, 
and Achamoth’s attempt to re-enter the Pleroma to find the Aeon who 
has left her, until she is stopped by outer Horos (who must clearly be a 
duplication). Fourthly, there is the parallelism between the expulsion of 
Sophia’s guilty thought from the Pleroma, which creates younger Sophia 
or Achamoth and the expulsion of Achamoth’s passions which then go 
towards the creation of the material realm. Finally, when younger Sophia 
is expelled she appeals to Christ to expel her passions and he sends the 
Paraclete or Soter. This indicates that the versions which we have are a 
development of a much simpler original involving only one Sophia, one 
Horos and a single expulsion of passions. 

Sagnard propounded a theory of ‘les lois de la gnose’.°° This is the notion 
that in the Gnostic myths there is a tendency to draw a correspondence 
between both the upper and lower worlds. However, in this myth, there is 
only duplication in the events relating to Sophia. There is no equivalent 
to the Pleroma functioning at a lower level, and the Demiurge has no 
counterpart within the Pleroma. This leaves one to draw the conclusion 
that the myth of Sophia is a deliberate reconstruction. This may have been 
to cater for inconsistencies between the various traditions. It is possible, for 
example, that some versions regard the guilty intention of the first Sophia 
as expelled from the Pleroma, while others may have regarded her passions 
as being expelled. One tradition claims that Sophia had four passions; 
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another that she had three (and repentance). This all seems to indicate that 
the passions were those of the First Sophia, but have been assigned to the 
younger Sophia in the versions which we have. 

According to Irenaeus, Valentinus believed in an ultimate Dyad and 
thirty Aeons, which is closer to the system subsequently advocated by 
Ptolemaeus. Valentinus does posit two Horoi, one between the other Aeons 
and Bythos and another between the Mother and the Pleroma. 


... KL TOV Xpio Tov Sé OUK ATO Tév Ev TH TIANPwpaTi Ai~voov TpoREBATIO- 
Bau, GAAG Utd This UNTeds, Eo [suppl. St] yevouévns, Kata THY yveounyv 
TOV KPEITTOVOOV GATTOKEKUT|OPAL UETH OKIGS TIVOS. 


...and Christ was sent forth not in the Pleroma of the Aeons, but by the 
mother outside, and due to the judgement of the powers, she was put away 
with a certain shadow. (Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.1.19—22) 


In this version, Christ is the son of Sophia (and therefore the younger 
brother of the Demiurge), and is not the product of the Pleroma. Sophia 
has been expelled from the Pleroma, indicating that in this version, we are 
only dealing with a single Sophia. If one turns to the Excerpta of Clement, 
the situation becomes more complex. In one passage, Christ is emanated 
from the Ennoia (Thought) of Sophia.°” Stead suggests that this might 
indicate that the Ennoia is to be distinguished as a separate entity from 
Sophia and that the resemblance between the two passages suggests that 
the Mother and Sophia can be equated.® If this is the case, then perhaps 
in the Ennoia we have the origin of the younger Sophia. At Excerpta 39, 
the Mother produces Christ.°? Christ ascends to become the adopted son 
of the Pleroma. This version is problematic, since Christ’s origin would be 
inferior to that of the other Acons, and would seem to make him incapable 
of fulfilling the role which he has to play. 

All of this reveals that a creative approach towards Gnostic mythology 
was adopted by Valentinus and his successors, rather like the approach 
towards Plato’s dialogues that was adopted by Platonists. In the myth of 
Sophia, we have the ultimate indictment that the world is bad from its 
beginning. It results, not as part of the divine plan, but as the product 
of fragmentation within the godhead, which ultimately leaves part of the 
godhead trapped, as in Hermetism. Similarly, Gnosticism’s whole goal is a 
return to the situation before creation occurred. (In Valentinianism, this is 


67 |... tdv Xpiotév é€ évvoias TpoEABdvTa Tis Zo@ias..., ‘Christ comes forth from the thought 


of Sophia’ and... é this unte@as yevouévov Evvoias..., ‘being generated out of the maternal 
thought’ (Excerpta 2.32.2.1) 
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not strictly speaking true, since the Demiurge will receive a promotion of 
sorts.) 

This world does not result from God’s perfect wisdom, but from another 
Sophia, who must be an inferior sort of wisdom, since not only is she the last 
and youngest of the Aeons, but we are explicitly told that she suffers from 
ignorance.’° This ignorance results from impudence, and the materials of 
the physical world are derived from the negative emotions of the even lower 
form of wisdom which is expelled. On top of this, the world is created by 
the Demiurge, who lacks the better aspects of Achamo6th, so that what we 
are left with in the created world is a cosmos that reveals some aspects of a 
divine, ordering power (such as the images of the Forms), but which was 
unperceived by the entity who actually moulded the world. 

Sophia can be interpreted not just as a failed emanation which has to 
be expelled from the godhead, but also as a divine mediator. The lower 
Sophia/Achamoth (that is the substance which is emanated from the higher 
Sophia is described as a ‘heavenly Jerusalem’, and ‘the good land flowing 
with milk and honey’.”' Indeed, as a divine mediator and creative agent, she 
eclipses the Demiurge in the Valentinian creation myth. Sophia contains 
numerous concepts. The term Mother is often allocated to her and it seems 
that she may have been conflated with the consort of the Father. She also 
isa failed female entity. As the Gospel of Philip 60:10—-14 states: ‘Echamoth is 
one thing and ech-moth another. Echamoth is simply Sophia, but Echmoth 
is the Sophia of Death — that is the Sophia who is acquainted with Death, 
and who is called the little Sophia’ (trans. after Layton, slightly modified).”* 
The perfect consort may have been altered into this Sophia of Death based 
on the view that, since the most powerful principle after Good is Evil, it 
must originate from the second most powerful cosmic power.” It would 
have been quite natural to make this second power female, since the second 
principle was traditionally regarded as a Dyad (which is female). 

Since Sophia connects the world of matter and the Gnostic equivalent 
of the world of the Forms, she can be regarded as the last of the Aeons. 
In attempting to interpret this myth, Platonists assigned various roles to 
Sophia. She can be viewed as the Receptacle of the Timaeus, hence the use 
of the term ‘mother’ to refer to her. Because of her fall, she can be regarded 


7° &yvoia, Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.2.3, 1.4.1, 1.5.4, Ps.-Hipp., Ref. v1.31.1-2, atropia, Iren., Adv. Haer. 1.4.1, 
1.5.4, Ps.-Hipp., Ref. v1.32.5, 32.6. 

™ Ps.-Hipp., Ref, v1.25. Cf Exodus 33:3. 

7? Only the Coptic translation (MS NHC ni (pp. 51-86) survives, not the original Greek. The Gospel 
of Philip is a Valentinian anthology; Layton has suggested that its contents may possibly be drawn 
from different branches of Valentinianism. Cf Layton: 1987, 325. 
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as recalcitrant matter. Pseudo-Hippolytus at Ref. v1.30.9 refers to her as 
uTTNP Kai T187\vn, which evokes the ‘formless matter’ of Tim. 51a. Stead 
also adds that she can be identified with the World-Soul; just like the 
human soul she falls due to her attachment to matter.”* Plutarch, too, 
regards the Receptacle as a disorderly soul. 

It is tempting to discern Philonic influence on the Valentinian myth. 
Philo uses “God’s shadow’ to denote either the Logos or the world vis-a- 
vis the Logos (Leg. All. 111.96, 100). In Philo, the world is God’s younger 
son, while the eldest is Logos (Deus 31), God’s four offspring being Logos, 
Shadow, Demiurge and Prince. The Valentinian myth is composed within 
the context of an interest in the origin of evil and within the framework 
of the temptation of Eve. For example, Eve’s celestial counterpart is Zoe, 
who is connected with Sophia in Gnostic texts. In the Hypostasis of the 
Archons and On the Origin of the World, she is generally represented as the 
daughter of Sophia, though on occasion in On the Origin of the World, 
Sophia is called Sophia Zoe. Another indication of the similarity is that in 
both cases a female figure initiates the sin, and the guilt is transmitted to a 
husband/consort. Ultimately, both myths try to explain the emergence of 
disorder. For the Gnostics the fall of Man becomes simply a copy of the fall 
which occurred within the Pleroma, and both myths connect the Pleroma 
and the material world.” 

Sophia also owes something to the Holy Spirit, which Simon and Menan- 
der both regarded as the Mother of all beings.”° Christ in The Gospel of the 
Hebrews refers to ‘my mother the Holy Spirit’. Aphraates, a fourth century 
writer, claims that God is man’s father, but the Holy Spirit is his mother.”” 
The conception of the Holy Spirit as the Mother is a natural one, since 
riah (spirit) is feminine in Hebrew. Since pneuma in Greek is neuter, rah 
can be rendered in Greek by Ennoia or Sophia, which helps to preserve 
the female aspect. Theophilus of Antioch and Irenaeus’ Apostolic Demon- 
stration list Wisdom as the third person of the Trinity.”* The Holy Spirit 
is equivalent to creative Wisdom. Once the act of creation was devalued, 
a distinction was drawn between the supreme Mother as first emanation 
and a second divine Mother inferior to the first.”? It is only once pneuma 
is translated by the masculine Latin spiritus that the concept of the Spirit 
as a female divine principle disappears. 

74 Stead: 1969, 100 75 Macrae: 1970, 99 
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This is replaced to some extent in later Christian thought by the Virgin 
Mary by certain heretics who worshipped her as a goddess and regarded 
her as the incarnation of a cosmic power, Michael. The Father, Christ and 
Mary were regarded as the Trinity by groups mentioned by Epiphanius of 
Salamis in the mid-fourth century. The Christian concept of Mary contains 
elements of the Mediterranean mother-goddess. 

An element of this occurs in the Barbelo, the second entity in the onto- 
logical scheme of the Barbelo-Gnostics. Although sometimes described as 
a male virgin, it is essentially a female generative principle. The Apocr. 
Joh. 5.56 describes it as ‘mother-father’, ‘a womb for the Pleroma’ and the 
‘thrice-androgynous name’ which indicates a dyadic nature.*° From v Fr. 
B Layton (= Frag 9 Volker = Marcellus of Ancyra, On the Holy Church, 9), 
it would seem that Valentinus was quite close to the Barbelognostics’ three- 
fold division. In On the Three Natures, Valentinus is supposed to have pro- 
pounded a belief in three subsistent entities (hypostases) and three persons. 
This might even be a version of the triad: Being, Life, Intellect. The source 
for the text is Marcellus of Ancyra, a fourth-century theologian. The title 
is all that survives of On the Three Natures. While it is possible that this 
work refers to the Trinity, it may also have dealt with the earlier tripartite 
division of this Barbelo Aeon, which does not correspond to either the 
persons of the Trinity or to the Platonic triad.*' Sophia is also an indefinite 
female dyad and this is how she comes to represent a cause of instability, 
thereby suggesting the myth of her fall. 


Letter to Flora 


Another major witness to the Platonising element within Gnosticism was 
Ptolemy (floruit c. 136-180 aD). Previously regarded as one of Valentinus’ 
most important disciples and as the founder of its Italic version, his precise 
relationship to Valentinus has been cast into doubt by the recent research 
of Christoph Markschies.*? Markschies suggests that when Irenaeus refers 
to ‘the people around Ptolemy’ (oi trepi MtoAeyativ) he is differentiateng 
them from the Valentian school ( to OUaAevtivou oxoAn) at Adv. Haer. 
1 praef. 2, not suggesting that Ptolemey was the founder of a branch 
of Valentinianism. Despite this, Markschies is willing to accept a close 
connection between Valentinus and Ptolemy. 

An important source for Ptolemy’s ideas is his Letter To Flora. Despite 
its name, it reads more like a treatise. The text was preserved in a quotation 
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by Epiphanius of Salamis (Against Heresies 33.3.1-33.7-10).°? Although it 
does not deal solely or even primarily with the Demiurge, it is valuable 
for our purposes, since it concentrates on one of the burning issues of 
the Christianity of its day: the importance of the Jewish Torah and its 
relationship to the Christian Bible. The addressee of the letter appears to 
be a mainstream Christian, to whom Ptolemy is expounding the details 
of Valentinianism. The language is non-technical and rather frustratingly 
alludes to a sequel, which will concentrate more heavily on metaphysics, 
but which does not seem to have survived (if it was composed at all). 

Ptolemy raises the question of whether the law and the world are the 
creation of God or if the devil is ‘the father and maker of the universe’, a 
clear allusion to Plato’s terminology at Tim. 28e.** Ptolemy alludes to the 
belief advocated by certain Gnostic sects, most notably the Cathars and 
Bogomils, that the world is so imperfect that it must have been created by 
the devil, usually in this context known as the Cosmocrator. The majority 
of Gnostic sects, including the Valentinians, would reject this claim, seeing 
the Demiurge as a separate entity. Ptolemy defends the Demiurge, whom he 
equates with Yahweh. The law is regarded as the product of the Demiurge 
or Old Testament God. The true Demiurge, however, is the father of 
Christ, who allows Yahweh to create the world: 


And the apostle says that his is the demiurgy of the cosmos and that ‘all 
things were generated by him and nothing was generated apart from him’, 
and in this way undermined in advance the wisdom of these liars which 
is without sure foundation and the demiurgy is not of a god who causes 
destruction, but of one who is just and who hates wickedness. But these 
unthinking people do not take account of the forethought of the Demiurge 
and so they are incapacitated, not only in the eyes of the soul, but also those 
of the body. (33.3.6) 


It is of particular interest that the father of Christ can be regarded as 
the true Demiurge. In the more fundamentalist Gnostic tradition, the 
Demiurge’s malevolence (or sometimes ignorance) is responsible for the 
inherent imperfection of the universe. The Valentinians, as part of their 
attempt to bridge the gap between the Christian heritage of Judaism, 
Gnosticism and Greek philosophy, sought to reconcile the concept of 
an imperfect world formed by an ignorant Demiurge and the Platonic 
notion that the design of the world revealed the existence of the rational 
intelligence which had created it. The myth of Sophia allows him to regard 
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the First Principle as ultimately the Creator, since the Demiurge creates 
after being inspired by the supreme God, although he is unaware of this. 

Ptolemy does not regard the Demiurge as the devil; they are both distinct 
entities. Ptolemy is also more favourable to Yahweh than is typical for the 
Gnostics, not referring to him as ignorant, but as just (although not good). 
While an element of ignorance is conveyed in Ptolemy’s description of the 
Demiurge as administering the cosmos according to the sort of ‘justice 
that is his’,*° he does display the rapprochement towards Judaism that led 
Pétrement to refer to this as the Valentinian turning-point. 

Although positioning the Demiurge between the devil and the true 
God is to be found in Gnostic systems that do not posit a Cosmocrator, 
Ptolemy is heavily influenced by the Platonic myth of world-generation in 
this description of three essences: 


For the essence of the opponent is destruction and darkness (for he is material 
and split into many parts) and the essence of the ungenerated father of the all 
is both incorruptible and self-existent light and the essence of this produced 
a triple power, and he is an image of the better god. (37.7.7) 


It seems that Ptolemy has been influenced here by the three elements 
of Sameness and Difference, and the mixture intermediate between the 
two at Timaeus 35aff. in his explanation for the variance between these 
entities here. Ptolemy then tantalisingly alludes to an esoteric Valentinian 
metaphysics concerning which he will inform Flora in the next instalment. 
He is on the verge of explaining the origin of evil and how corruptible 
and intermediate essences can come to be from a First Principle which is 
‘ungenerated and indestructible and good’.*” 

The main value of the Letter to Flora is the information it provides on the 
relationship between the Demiurge and the First Principle. It is of particular 
interest since it is a document created by the Gnostics themselves, rather 
than information relayed via the hostility of the Church Fathers. In it, 
Ptolemy adopts a stance which differs from the dualistic type of approach 
that one might expect from a Gnostic, identifying three separate entities: 
God, Devil and Demiurge, rather than the more usual two of God and 
Demiurge. It is never quite clear how there is space in the Gnostic scheme 
for both Devil and Demiurge, but it is a product of Ptolemy’s attempt 
to rectify the harsh dichotomy between Yahweh and the highest principle 
more usually found in Gnosticism. 
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<ai>Oépos TdvtTa Kpeucuevar {rveuaTi} BAETrOO, 
TravTa & SXOUNEVA TIVEUPATI VOD: 

OOpPKa LEV EK WUY TIS KPENAEVTY, 

wuxTy dé Gépos E€EXouEvTy, 

cepa Se €€ aiBpns KpEuauEvov, 

ék 5& BudoU Kaptrous PEPOLEVOUS, 

€k uTNTpas Se Bpepos PEPOUEVOY. 

By means of my spirit I see all that are hanging, 
By means of my spirit I know all that are being carried, 
For flesh hangs from soul, 

And then soul clings to air, 

And air hangs from aether, 

And fruits rush forth from the deep, 

And a foetus rushes forth from its mother. 


This text (Layton v Hr“ = Volker Frag 8) is a cosmological poem 
in which the writer, whom it has been suggested is Valentinus himself, 
describes the generation of the universe.*? It actually has nothing to do with 
a summer harvest and Layton plausibly suggests that it may have been a 
tune to which this poem was intended to be sung, although noting that 
this school frequently makes use of agricultural metaphors when consider- 
ing emanations.”° The text itself has been preserved by Pseudo-Hippolytus, 
who quotes it Refutation of all in Heresies v1.37.7, and it forms a useful com- 
parison to the theme of the Demiurge presented in the myth of Sophia. 
The text differs from traditional Gnostic material, being written in reg- 
ular verse, and the speaker claims a personal authority for his knowledge 
(‘I see in spirit’), rather than resorting to pseudepigraphy, which would 
be more common among the Gnostic sects. The author (I hesitate to 
write Valentinus) describes the ontological structure of the universe from 
below ‘flesh-soul-air-upper atmosphere’) while the ‘crops’ are the elements 
emanated from the godhead into the realm of phenomena. The ‘Deep’ is 
the Valentinian First Principle. Aether represents the Pleroma in its entirety, 
including Sophia. 

According to Pseudo-Hippolytus’ interpretation, flesh refers to matter 
which hangs from the soul of the craftsman (Demiurge) — by this he means 
that the craftsman clings to the spirit of the outer fullness. The infant child 
may be a reference to Valentinus’ vision from which he is said to have 
derived his authority, although it is far more likely to represent the Logos 
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(as it does in his supposed vision), and to indicate that he placed it next to 
the Father, but above the other Aeons. According to Pseudo-Hippolytus, 
Valentinus distinguished three levels of reality, but these are not the triad 
of spirit, soul and matter. Stead suggests that the emendation Diy for 
the MS tr&o1 y7\v is wrong, although this leaves the genitive which follows 
unexplained.” He inclines towards Hilgenfeld’s view that the emendation 
may be tnytv, which would imply a triad of the Father, the Aeons and 
the cosmos, which could be seen as equivalent to the Middle Platonist 
triad of God, the Forms and matter. This would suit what we know of 
the Valentinian sect, which is more heavily Platonised than other Gnostic 
groups. The soul in such a case, though, may not necessarily refer to the 
Demiurge, but rather to the Platonic World-Soul, which would equate 
to what is otherwise introduced as a ‘power’ in Gnostic myth or ‘verbal 
substance’ in Fr. v. 


The Sethians 


Prior to concluding, it will be beneficial to examine briefly Sethian Gnosis, 
a much more dualistic system with markedly less Platonic features than its 
Valentinian counterpart. However, it is an alternative example of Christian 
Gnosis, although it does not seem to have attracted the same hostility as 
Valentinianism from the ‘mother church’, probably because it was not as 
influential, exemplified by the limited records or references to it in the 
ancient sources, in comparison to the Valentinians. 

In the Paraphrase of Shem (NHC vu.1) Derdekeas, the son of the highest 
entity (Pleromatic Light) is allowed by his father to grant a revelation to 
Shem. In this system there are three principles: Light and Darkness with 
intermediate Spirit. Darkness wants to retain the Nous revealed to Shem, 
while Light attempts to recapture it. This produces the conflict which 
leads to creation. After the first clash, sky and earth are created and subse- 
quent clashes produce living beings. This is reminiscent of Mandean dual- 
ism. Perates (the Self-Generated), intermediate between Supreme Good 
and Matter, descends to impress his father’s seals upon matter,”* echoing 
Man’s descent in order to create in the Poimandres. Perates recovers the 
formal principles and returns. Here creation is allegorised as a circular 
self-generating process. 

Basilides adopts elements of this, expressed in a less dualistic form. 
He depicts the non-existent God creating the world by hurling his seed 
into the immaterial substratum. The First Sonship, Nous, returns to him 
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immediately. The Second, Anima Mundi, is unable to follow, but ascends 
to a place near God. The Second Sonship is the Holy Spirit, but for 
Basilides, it is not consubstantial with the Father.?’ It is more akin to the 
veil of the Sethian system or the Horos of the Valentinians than Sophia. 

The Third Sonship requires purification because ‘that has remained in 
the huge mass of seeds to make and receive benefits’. This Third Son- 
ship allows creation to take place and it is also the one which becomes 
incarnate in Jesus: in the Sethian system, man is created by the demon- 
angels, who divide up the task amongst themselves. NHC 1.1.15. 29-17.6 
provides the details: “The first one began to create the head: Eteraphaope 
Abron created his head; Meniggestroeth created the brain; Asterechme the 
right eye; Thaspamocha the left eye; Yerormos the right ear; Bissoum the 
left ear; Akioreim the nose...’ The text goes on to outline the creation 
of each segment of the human body by a demon in a similar manner 
right down to the toe-nails. It contains a detailed section on the creation 
of the genitals. Each demon controls that part which it created. Their 
mother, Onortocrasi, is pure matter, while the four chief demons are Efe- 
memphi (Pleasure), Iocho (Greed), Nenentophni (Pain), and Blaomen 
(Fear).°* 

According to the Apocryphon of John, the Mother tricks the Demiurge by 
informing him through the five luminaries that to give Adam life, he should 
breathe his spirit into Adam’s face.» The Mother’s power leaves Ialdabaoth 
and passes to Adam. Realising their mistake the Archons imprison Adam 
in the material world. The Demiurge or Ialdabaoth or the chief Archon — 
the terminology refers to the same entity — extracts Adam’s rib in his 
attempt to seize the Epinoia of Light, which flees. As a compromise the 
Demiurge makes a copy of the Epinoia: terrestrial Eve. 

Taldabaoth and Eve mate and produce Elohim (Cain, the bear-faced just 
god) and Jahweh (Abel, the cat-faced unjust god). Elohim and Jahweh are 
two Old Testament names for God. It is understandable that as God of the 
Law Jahweh should represent the unjust god, since that was the aspect of 
the Jewish God most objectionable to the Gnostics. But why is Abel unjust, 
when the Biblical Cain is the unjust brother? Perhaps this is a deliberate 
inversion. Cain presides over the higher elements (fire and wind), Abel over 
the lower ones (earth and water). It is difficult to see, though, how Cain 
can be just when he unites with Abel to deceive humanity. 

Epinoia-Zoe returns to Eve, who produces a child, Seth, with Adam. 
In other similar variants, carnal Eve produces Cain and Abel and spiritual 
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Eve bears Seth. The Demiurge or Protarchon consults with the seven 
planetary Archons and produces Necessity (Aeimarmené), which seems to 
be a version of Plato’s Ananké. It cannot eradicate the people of gnosis, 
so the Archons ravish the daughters of men, which produces sickness and 
death?® (NHC 11.1.30.4-7). Eve is somehow possessed of gnosis, which 
she communicates to Adam. The Demiurge retaliates by splitting the 
androgynous Aeon. This has the effect of making Adam and Eve oblivious 
of gnosis.°” 

Three angels (these appear to be different to the Archons or demon- 
angels) announce gnosis to Adam and the future destiny of Seth’s descen- 
dants. This is clearly a duplication as exhibited so frequently in Gnosticism; 
in the original version, Adam must have learnt gnosis from Eve and then 
revealed it to Seth. Where does Eve derive gnosis from? The androgynous 
Aeon must be Man, though it is unclear what ontological system would 
allow the Demiurge power to divide an Aeon. 

Noah’s generation ridicule the power of the Demiurge, and he decides 
to eradicate them. Noah is either warned of the flood by Light or else 
reassures the Demiurge and is allowed to survive. Noah’s sons serve the 
Demiurge, but four thousand of the descendants of Shem and Japhet join 
with the people of gnosis. The Demiurge once again attempts to eradicate 
them, but they are saved from fire, sulphur and asphalt by Abrasax, Sablo 
and Gamaliel, who descend on clouds and convey them to the higher 
Aecons where ‘they will be like those angels, for they are not strangers to 
them, but they work in the imperishable seed’ (NHC v.5.76 3ff-).2° The 
Third Intervention occurs when the ‘Illuminator of Knowledge’ defeats 
the Demiurge by performing miracles. The Illuminator appears to be the 
Saviour, who is an incarnation of Seth. However, the end will occur only 
during the time of the fourteenth kingdom when sinners will repent and 
be judged by the honest angels. 

The Sethian system is less interesting for our purposes than that of 
Valentinus. Of note here is the extreme hostility to the Demiurge, who 
resembles an evil principle, like the devil-cosmocrator of the Cathars and 
Bogomils. Here Eve is an illuminating principle, with no element of a fall 
expressed even in her mating with Ialdabaoth. Sethianism owes more to 
Iranian dualism than to Platonism. It is the Platonism of Valentinus which 
leads him away from the hardline dualism of this system. 
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Conclusion 


Gnosticism, especially its Valentinian variant or development, is partic- 
ularly interesting in tracing the development of the Demiurge. Firstly, 
the Valentinian system itself was relatively liberal, allowing scope for sub- 
sequent thinkers to develop or reinterpret the teachings of the master. 
Irenaeus complains that ‘every day one of them [the Valentinians] invents 
something new and none of them is considered perfect unless he is pro- 
ductive in this way’ (1.18.15). Here we have evidence of the similar type of 
phenomenon that was occurring in contemporary Platonism and which 
helps to account for the divergent traditions. In spite of the state of the 
evidence and the evident hostility of Irenaeus, through whom much of 
our information is conveyed, it is still possible to draw a number of firm 
conclusions concerning the Valentinian view. 

Firstly, while we may be dealing with a heterodox sect, what we are 
discussing here is creation in the Judaeo-Christian sense and not mere 
demiurgy. The Valentinians were after all ‘wolves in sheep’s clothing’, very 
much a part of the mother-church in their original incarnation. This, I 
would suggest, is one of the reasons why the Demiurge is a less important 
agent in the generation of the world than Sophia or Achamoth. It is Sophia 
who initiates the sequence of events that leads to creation; one cannot 
really expect the Demiurge to accomplish more than he does. Since he was 
conceived by Sophia without the will of her consort or the consent of the 
supreme principle, he is destined to be defective. He is forced to construct 
the world without any knowledge of the Forms since he was either expelled 
from the Pleroma at birth or was born outside it. The material from which 
he constructs the world is drawn from the negative emotions of Achamoth. 
It is not the case that the Demiurge is malevolent; rather he is an entity 
with limited resources. 

The Demiurge’s role is undermined by his relationship to other figures. 
In variants which posit the Cosmocrator, both entities appear to be on a 
level of equality, although the Cosmocrator has the advantage of greater 
knowledge. This would seem to leave him incapable of combating evil 
within the material realm, which since he is described as good, one would 
presume that he would wish to do. He is also not the sole creator of the 
material realm, since Sophia is responsible for instilling spirit in man, which 
is the only positive aspect of creation. Christ is the true Demiurge in the 
suprasensible realm, since in his stabilisation of the Pleroma he performs the 
standard demiurgic action of imposing order upon disorder. The Gnostic 
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Sophia is probably derived from an interpretation of the Pythagorean— 
Platonist Indefinite Dyad, as well as the Wisdom of intertestamental Jewish 
Wisdom literature (upon which Philo draws). 

Valentinianism is an extreme development of the concept of the Demi- 
urge as an insulator of the supreme God from the inherent evil of his cre- 
ation. Still, in fulfilling that role, he is unsatisfactory as a divine mediator; 
a role which is fulfilled jointly by Christ in the soteriological sense, and by 
Sophia metaphysically. This helps to account for his role in the Valentinian 
creation myth, where he is certainly not a central character, and where he 
emerges on the scene in what can only be described as an epilogue, after 
the main events within the Pleroma have already taken place. Perhaps one 
should expect nothing less from a system which undermines the very value 
of the creative act. The sole result of creation during Endzeit will be a more 
united Godhead, since presumably Sophia will have repented adequately 
for her transgression. In Gnosticism, there is no notion of world-cycles, 
so that this entire universe can be viewed as nothing other than a divine 
aberration. 


CHAPTER 9 


Origen, the Demiurge and Christian theology 


Introduction 


The work of Philo provided a foundation for his fellow-Alexandrians’ 
attempts to reconcile the divine revelation offered to the Judaeo—Christian 
tradition with the insights of Greek philosophy. Origen’s predecessor 
Clement had, it is true, drawn heavily upon Greek philosophical motifs, 
but was unwilling to engage in a systematic exposition of Christian theol- 
ogy, due to the dangers of allowing the general public access to an account 
of divine mysteries.’ Origen was not so inhibited, though his Christian Pla- 
tonism made his works ‘suspect’ to some. The perceived heresy of Origen’s 
works accounts for the loss of large sections, and these heretical elements 
themselves owe a great deal to his attempts to unite Platonic philosophy 
and Christianity, or to put it another way, to give Christianity a philosoph- 
ical pedigree, which culminated most famously in his portrayal of Christ 
as the ‘creature’ of the Father. Whatever doubts one might have about his 
orthodoxy, one cannot question Origen’s intellectual ability; unlike with 
Plutarch, or Maximus, here we have a ‘serious’ philosopher, prepared to 
resolve the most perplexing questions relating to demiurgy in a unique and 
original way. 

This Christian interpretation of the Bible in philosophical terms was 
part of a struggle for credibility and legitimacy. The Bible was a major 
advantage in the drive to convert: as Origen comments, the Church’s 
principal mechanism for conversion was reading the Bible and explaining 
these readings.* The contradictions between the Bible and Greek philos- 
ophy could also at times be something of an Achilles heel, exposing the 
Christians to ridicule or hostility, when trying to win converts from the 


The earliest Christian thinker whom we know to have enjoyed a philosophical education in the Greek 
tradition, Justin Martyr, was influenced by the Timaean scheme of world-generation, though unlike 
his successor, Tatian, he does not seem to have recognised the problems it posed for a Christian, in 
terms of its positing of co-existent matter. 
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upper-classes. The Christians were also involved in scriptural debates with 
the Jews. Christians like Origen were trying to win over pagan converts 
through unlocking the universal philosophy contained in the Bible, while 
claiming to be worthier heirs of Judaic wisdom than the Jews themselves. 
Origen himself famously compiled the Hexapla, containing multiple ver- 
sions of the Bible, to ensure the accuracy of his scriptural references. One 
thinks of Yohanan ben Zakkai’s comment that ‘a heathen who studies the 
Torah deserves death’ (Sanhedrin 59a), since his actions are comparable to 
one who violates a bethrothed maiden.’ Despite Origen’s heavy dependence 
on the oeuvre of the hellenised Philo, and naturally on the Old Testament 
itself, he refers to Jewish teaching itself as W601 Kai Atjpo1, ‘myths and 
rubbish’.* His main exposition of the Judaeo—Christian creation account is 
outlined in Peri Archén, although he discusses related issues in other works, 
most notably in the Commentary on John and Contra Celsum. 

It seems to me that Origen’s interpretation of Scripture can best be 
understood against a Platonist background, although this is not univer- 
sally agreed. Edwards and Tzamalikos, in particular, downplay the Platonic 
influence upon Origen, although they do not deny the significant role 
played by philosophy (or indeed Platonic language) in his thought. Tza- 
malikos also questions the extent to which Philo’s Logos served as a direct 
influence on Origen, rather than the Gospel According to John. The main 
contribution of the position adopted by Edwards and Tzamalikos has been 
to stress the extent to which Origen’s views have been misrepresented by his 
opponents,’ as well as to highlight passages where Origen does not adhere 
to a Platonist view; however it is clear that Origen as a Christian must 
necessarily disagree with Platonist views which contradict the Bible. Ori- 
gen used Platonist language and concepts to expound Scripture in much 
the same way that a modern Jesuit (one thinks of Teilhard de Chardin 
here) might explain the Bible in a manner which takes account of scientific 
theories, in order to attract educated followers. Edwards and Tzamalikos 
do, however, concede that Origen’s thought has been radically influenced 
by Platonism. 

One of the major arguments which Tzamalikos relies upon to support 
his position that Origen is an anti-Platonist is the claim that for Origen 
creation comes about from non-Being: 


3 Rabbi Yohanan clearly did not mean this literally; rather he seems to have been concerned. that 
Gentiles could use Jewish law against the Jews. 

4 CCels 2.5 

> For example, Methodius of Olympus’ claim that Origen espoused the doctrine of transmigration. 
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This is one more point on which Origen dissents from the Platonic mode of 
thought. To Plato it was an axiom that ‘everything that has a beginning has 
also an end’. Against the background of that proposition, Origen affirms 
creation out of non-being (an unPlatonic concept) and explicates that, 
although this creation had a beginning, it will have no end. The notions of 
‘beginning’ and ‘end’ related to creation are expanded in a context dissimilar 
to the Platonic mindset.® 


Tzamalikos relies on Origen’s statement se/Ps 138; PG 12:1661 to support 
this position: “He is Creator because He brought creatures into being out 
of non-being’. Since the Greek reads kai Snuioupyds pév Sik TH yeyovdta 
&r6 Tot pr Svtos eis TO eivan, it would sound far more Platonic if simply 
translated “He is the Demiurge, since he has brought generated things to be 
out of non-Being’. In any case, to call Origen an anti-Platonist on this basis 
does not seem to my mind to accurately reflect the Platonic tradition. In the 
Timaeus (on a literal reading) the world comes into being from non-being 
(i.e from pre-cosmic chaos). Even if the majority of Platonists rejected this 
reading, Plutarch and Atticus did not. Thus Tzamalikos’ point actually 
demonstrates that Origen adhered to a view that was held by a minority 
of Platonists, but which could be justified based on a literal reading of a 
particularly influential dialogue of Plato’s. This method of proceeding also 
highlights the difficulty in evaluating Origen’s cosmology: Origen can refer 
to the world being generated out of non-being in the generally-understood 
sense of the term (i.e. nothing, so creatio ex nihilo) or in the Platonic sense 
(i.e. non-being in the sense of lacking a definite structure). 

Similarly, Edwards notes that ‘it is dangerous to count Plato as a 
monotheist or a theist of any kind, when he did not, in any sense that 
the Bible knows, believe in God’.”? However, it is clear that Plato exhibits 
strong monotheistic tendencies (he reinterprets the traditional gods of 
Greek religion as manifestations of a supreme rational principle) and it is 
certainly possible to be a theist without believing in an anthropomorphic 


deity. 


Peri Archén 


Origen’s main discussion of creation is found in Peri Archon; of his Homilies 
on Genesis, only Homily 1 is really concerned with creation (and it does not 
address philosophical concerns, but rather expounds Genesis as an aid to 
morality, as St Basil would later do in the Hexaemeron). For example, the 


§ Tzamalikos: 2007, 331 7 Edwards: 2002, 48 
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‘great whales’ of Genesis 1:21 are interpreted as thoughts which are against 
God. Some comments in Homily 3 are relevant, such as the declaration that 
God is incorporeal and omnipotent and ‘that he cares about mortal affairs 
and that nothing happens in heaven or earth apart from his providence’,* 
but the homily deals with the circumcision of Abraham). The title of Peri 
Archén is itself a reference to matters of philosophical debate. Rufinus 
translated it as vel de Principiis vel de Principatibus. Here we have an 
allusion to the two possible interpretations of the title: the principles of 
the Christian faith, or the metaphysical principles necessary for existence 
and knowledge. The Platonists recognised three ungenerated principles: 
God, Matter and the Forms. However, as Eusebius comments, Origen has 
retained the plural, even though he only recognises one principle necessary 
for existence: God, since he regards matter and the intelligible world as the 
creation of the Father. 

That the principles of Christianity are really intended is suggested by 
the contents of the work. The preface of the treatise deals with matters 
of faith which are studied in the second part. The treatise itself also deals 
with matters essential to the Christian faith, such as the Church, and the 
redemption mentioned by Christ.? Despite the plural, there is never any 
doubt that we are dealing with the arche of the cosmos: God. In fact, 
the arche here is not to be confused with the Trinity, since for Origen 
it is only the Father and the Son, which he identifies with the Logos, 
which play a metaphysical role. The Holy Spirit is an entity which explains 
the workings of divine soteriology in the world through the influence 
of the Saints, but Origen does not attempt to assign it a metaphysical 
function. 

Origen reveals his awareness of the multiple senses of the term arche at 
Comm. Jn. 1.(x) v 90, where he points out that it is not only among the 
Greeks that it has multiple significations. Peri Archén aims at creating a 
system which can explain God’s working in the world, in terms of Greek 
philosophy, while at the same time remaining loyal to Christian thinking. 
For Marcellus of Ancyra, the archai were evidently the Platonist ones: God, 
Matter and the Forms.'° The Aristotelians and the Stoics also had their 
archai. Although Origen only recognised God as a principle, he is aware 
of the numerous interpretations of arche, as emerges from his discussion at 
Comm. Jn. 1.90—105. It is clear, then, that the title is deliberately ambiguous, 
evoking both metaphysics and Christianity. Additionally, Origen is playing 


8 Homily 3.2 9 Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 14 ?© Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 13 
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on a third sense of the term, although in this case it has to be taken in the 
singular: the beginning of creation.” 

The use of the term ‘principle’ is a technique on Origen’s part to locate his 
work within a specific tradition. The fragments of a Tepi &épyav, composed 
in Doric Greek and falsely attributed to Archytas, is preserved in Stobaeus. 
Porphyry’s Life of Plotinus also attributes a Peri Archén to the Neoplatonist 
Longinus. Since Origen regards matter as uncreated and the intelligible 
world as created atemporally by the Son-Logos, contained in the Father 
who generated him, it would seem strange that Origen speaks of several 
principles when he clearly only posits one. However, he does use the term 
‘principle’ to refer to matter and the Forms on the grounds that they are 
considered principles by others. 

The work appears to be written without a plan. However, once the con- 
fusion of the book divisions is removed, the actual structure emerges. In 
any case, the book divisions are subsequent, probably from the fourth cen- 
tury, if the reception of the Peri Archén followed the pattern of other works 
of Origen, such as the Apology. The Peri Archén does have an overarching 
editorial structure, however, with two main sections — a general exposition, 
followed by a focus on particular questions, in this case echoing Pseudo- 
Aristotle’s De Mundo, or more closely paralleling Salustios’ Concerning the 
Gods and the World. Given this context, the Peri Archén is particularly suit- 
able for a study of demiurgic causality, as after having outlined the main 
concepts of his system, Origen then proceeds to resolve specific objections. 
The Peri Archén consists of a number of relatively autonomous tracts 
which are arranged in the inverse order of the subject-matter of the six 
books of Plotinus’ Exneads. (Plotinus treatment consists of (1) Ethics, (2)— 
(3) the World, (4) Soul, (5) Intelligence and the Forms which it contains, 
(6) Being, One or Good.) 


The reliability of Rufinus’ translation 


The next question which needs to be addressed before turning to the Peri 
Archon is the reliability of Rufinus’ Latin translation, the only complete 
(but not necessarily completely unabridged) version of the treatise that we 
have. Rufinus began a translation of the Apology at the end of 397 and then 
started on the Peri Archén in 398. This detail is important, since Rufinus 
inserted into the Peri Archén certain passages taken from his translation of 
the Apology.* Rufinus himself claims greater accuracy than Jerome, whom 


™ Comm. Jn. 1.95 ® Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 23 
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he asserts in his version aspires to be more ‘the father of the discourse than 
its translator’.’’ 

Fortunately, it is possible to assess Rufinus’ reliability independently. 
The discussion of free will at Princ. ut is also found at Philocalia xxi. 
A comparison with Rufinus’ version reveals the suppression of passages 
that would have been imprudent to reproduce doctrinally. He also ignores 
passages which contradict more orthodox selections of Origen concerning 
the Trinity; these passages, however, are probably heretical interpolations 
in any case and so need not concern us. At points where Origen is obscure, 
Rufinus adds explanations, although this is unproblematic, since he tends 
to glean them from Origen’s corpus itself. He acknowledges this technique 
in the Praefatio.'* The main problem with Rufinus from our perspective is 
his treatment of Greek philosophical terms, which lose their precision when 
translated. Although he sometimes retains the Greek or latinises it, he often 
translates it with a Latin paraphrase. This leads to a lack of consistency, 
since the same term is not always translated in the same manner. 

More generally, however, Rufinus’ version is reliable as an overall account 
which paraphrases Origen’s work, rather than a faithful translation. In any 
case, it is generally more reliable than Jerome’s version. Jerome claims to 
have produced a literal version of the Peri Archén, but a comparison between 
the Philocalia passage and his and Rufinus’ version would not be in support 
of this viewpoint. Rufinus is substantially faithful to his Greek original at 
1.1.22, while Jerome makes an explicit allusion to the pre-existence of 
souls only hinted at in the Greek. Jerome seems to alter the treatise in order 
to make it sound more strongly heretical. At 1v.3.10 Rufinus is again more 
faithful than Jerome, although Jerome contains some items omitted by 
Rufinus.”* For all its shortcomings, then, Rufinus’ version is still the most 
important and useful version that we possess. Attempts have been made to 
produce a more reliable version. Examples include Merlin (1512), Erasmus 
(1515), C. Delarue (1733) reprinted by Patrologia Graeca, Volume XI (1857), 
and E. Redepenning (1836)."° The most thoroughgoing attempt to provide 
a reliable text was that of Paul Koetschau (Berlin 1913), which attempted a 
reconstitution of the original text, weaving in all sorts of citations to fill in 
the lacunae left by Rufinus. Although all modern editions owe something 
to Koetschau, his radical method has been somewhat discredited. The best 
modern editions are those of Gérgemanns and Karpp (1976) and of Crouzel 
and Simonetti (1978), the edition which I have principally relied upon. 


3 I Praef: 1.16-18 4 Princ. 1.59-64 
5 Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 28-34 6 Harl et al: 1976, 15 
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origen opens with a programmatic statement, positioning himself within 
the metaphysical debate on the Demiurge.’” He refers to God as ‘the God 
of all the Just: Adam, Abel, Seth, Enos, Enoch, Noah, Shem, Abraham, 
Isaac, Jacob, of the twelve patriarchs, of Moses, and of the prophets’. These 
Judaic references hint at the technique Origen utilises. He relies on Biblical 
revelation to provide himself with the authority he needs, but in fact his 
toolkit is inherited from philosophy, using reason and logic to expand this 
revelation in metaphysical terms and to go further than other Christian 
thinkers, although in practice Origen tends to point out that philosophy 
alone can only bring one so far. For example at Homilies on Genesis v1:1-2, 
Origen interprets the Biblical account (Genesis 20) of Abraham, Sara and 
Abimelech allegorically. It will be remembered that Abimelech, king of 
the Philistines, takes Sara as his wife, since Abraham had claimed that 
she was his sister, but God ‘would not let him touch her’. Sara represents 
virtue and Abraham did not wish her to be called his wife, since otherwise 
she could not be shared. Abimelech represents philosophers who ‘do not 
reach the complete and perfect rule of piety’ but ‘nevertheless perceive 
that God is the father and king of all things’.'* God has compassion for 
Abimelech — he does after all cure his handmaidens after making them 
barren, but he still does not let the king of the Philistines attain virtue. 
Origen’s own work is ‘a philosophy towards Christianity’ (piAocogia Trpds 
Xpiotiavioyoy)."? Creation is difficult to understand ‘even by those who 
are trained in philosophy, unless by means of divine inspiration’*° because 
it is hidden in scripture.*' Origen, indeed, is concerned about discussing it 
openly since it is similar to giving holy things to dogs or casting pearls before 
swine.” He was clearly concerned about his views being misrepresented, 
as, in fact, occurred. 

Origen chiefly employs two techniques in his use of philosophy (princi- 
pally Platonism) to better understand the Trinity and Christian creation. 
By avoiding the identification of the Christian and Platonic divine triads, 
he is able to accommodate Platonic principles within a Christian theologi- 
cal system and by drawing on Philo’s concept of the instrumentality of the 
Logos, he is able to explain Genesis with the aid of philosophy. 

Origen also moves against Gnosticism by stressing the goodness of the 
Creator and outlining that he is also the Father of Jesus as well as the 


7 Princ. 1, Praef 4 '8 Homilies on Genesis V1.2, trans. Heine 
') Epistula ad Gregorium Thaumaturgum, section 1 (Philocalia 3.1) 
2° CCels. 1v.65; trans. Tzamalikos 21 Comm. Gen. 3  CCels. v.29, quoting Matt. 7.6 
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God of both Testaments. Origen portrays the Father as the creator of 
the world, even though he goes on to state that everything else, including 
the Holy Spirit, is created by the Son. Since the Father is the principle of the 
Son, the Father can be viewed as both creator by extension, as well as the 
highest transcendent principle. The Son adopts the role of a metaphysical 
mediator and is a co-creator with the Father: “He helped the Father in the 
creation of all things, because everything was created by Him.’ In any 
case, the Father creating all things by means of his Word is found in the 
New Testament (Cf. John 1:304; Hebrews 1:2). 

Here the First Principle creates a second, demiurgic god in a pattern 
familiar from the Dreigétterlehrer of Numenius.** The Son aids the Father 
during the act of creation: a common contention in pre-Nicene writers, 
which one finds even during the Arian crisis. What is particularly interesting 
here is the question of the manner in which the Son is created. In pagan 
metaphysics, subordinating the Demiurge to the First Principle is a standard 
approach. However, for a Christian, such a stance has significant doctrinal 
implications. As Jerome comments ‘and at once in the first book Christ, 
the Son of God, is not born but made’.» 

What is the manner of this creation? It seems that Origen might be 
addressing two themes — that of corporeal generation (Valentinus) or that 
of the creation of the Son ex nihilo (the Arian theory). Origen posits an 
incorporeal, transcendent God, but at the same time, he needs to protect 
His unity. The Son is for Origen, in a sense, similar to divine sons in 
Plutarch, not produced by sexual relations or by a normal emanation — as 
if the otcia of the Father is simply divided.*® He is born by”” or from*® 
the will of the Father or else is this will itself.°? 

The Son is produced by the Father without causing any change in His 
nature or weakening Him.*° Although both the Son and the Numenian 
Second God are created atemporally, this creation has to be different, 
as the Son is not the result of a split in the godhead, as is the case in 
the Numenian and Gnostic systems. God’s nature is immutable and so 
it would not undergo the sort of change undergone to produce the Son- 
Logos. Since it is part of God’s nature to be a father (this, I think, needs no 


23 Princ. 1.4.72-7 

*4 Origen comments on this also at CCeds. 11.9, v.12, v1.60, Comm. Jn. L.19 (22), 110 —11; 11.3, 19; 11.10 
(6), 773 11.30 (24), 183. 

*5 Jerome, Letter 124: this is not an accurate reflection of Origen; Jerome here has his own axe to 
grind. 
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justification from a Christian perspective, nor does Origen give it any), he 
must have always been the Father of a Son. This Son is equated with the 
Word; the influence of Philo’s Logos theology is evident here. While the 
status of this Son-Logos as an independent entity is not denied, he remains 
within the Father. He is actually contained within Him, in his breast (tdv 
KoAtTrov, Comm. Jn. v1.14.17-18). It is because the Son has this special 
relationship with the Father as First-born (but not as actually created) that 
only the Son can know the Father, since they have both existed since the 
beginning.” He is to be regarded as the Wisdom of the Father. In this 
way, Origen avoids positing two separate gods, which would be closer to 
Gnosticism, since it would be another formulation of the two-powers- 
in-heaven theory, and according to Rabbinic documents this notion of 
two complementary powers is actually older than that of two antagonistic 
ones.** 

After this preliminary section, the first treatise, De Deo, investigates the 
nature of the Trinity. Initially, it points out that God is incorporeal: 


... uti ne maius aliquid et inferius in se habere credatur, sed ut sit ex omni 
parte povds, et ut ita dicam évds et mens ac fons, ex quo initium totius 
intellectualis naturae vel mentis est. Mens vero ut moveatur vel operetur, 
non indiget loco corporeo neque sensibili magnitudine vel corporali habitu 
aut colore, neque alio ulla prorsus indiget horum, quae corporis vel materiae 
propria sunt. 


... not believing that there is more or less in Him, since He is entirely 
a Monad and to speak in this way a henad, an intelligence, which is the 
source from which all intellectual nature or all intelligence proceeds. In 
order to move and in order to act, intelligence has no need of corporeal 
space, nor of perceptible grandeur nor of colour nor of sensible magni- 
tude, nor of a corporeal container, nor of anything which is appropriate to 
matter. (1.1.6.151-8) 


God here is vots (like the Numenian First God), although this itself 
is problematic, since at CCels. v1.38, Origen states that he is above both 
vots and ovoia. This was an issue on which speculation amongst both the 
Middle Platonist and early Christian writers was unresolved and goes back 
to Plato’s comments at Rep. 509b 6ff-* At Exh. Mart. 47, he is above both 
the vonré and the intelligibles and at Comm. Jn. xix 6, 111, 37, He is again 
stated to be above ovoia.** 


3" Origen discusses this at Princ. 1.1.8.280-92. ? Segal: 1977, 2 

33 For a detailed discussion of this issue, see Whittaker: 1969: "Etrexeiva vot Kai otcias, VChr. 23, 
gI-104. 
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It is unfortunate that Origen displays a lack of precision in his termi- 
nology here, and I do not think that we can blame Rufinus, since Philo 
and Clement both exhibit the same terminological inexactitude in this case 
and it occurs elsewhere in Platonism and Gnosticism. The point Origen 
wishes to make is not whether God can be identified with Mind or should 
rank above it, but rather that God as the First Principle must be incor- 
poreal, since if He was composed of elements, the elements from which 
he was composed would be anterior to Him (1.1.6.190-3). In any case, 
Origen envisages God as light,*® and seems to play upon the contemporary 
Platonist doctrine that it was incorporeal.*° 

Origen compares God’s working on the world to vision: ‘But Mind does 
not require physical magnitude in order to achieve something or to be 
more itself just as is the case with the eye which dilates in order to observe 
large bodies, but to observe smaller ones contracts and closes itself. In the 
same way, the mind requires intelligible magnitude, so that it grows not 
corporally, but intelligibly’ (1.1.6.194-9). The Origenian Demiurge acts 
on matter by expanding and contracting to set events in motion by its 
oscillation. The description implies that the Demiurge must encompass 
that which it wishes to act on intelligibly, whatever Origen might mean 
by that, but it is clear that the Will of God alone is powerful enough to 
stimulate creation. This is, after all, how He gives birth to the Son. 

Once the Son is regarded as a secondary divine mediator, the unusual 
nature of Origen’s metaphysical system becomes clear. This divine mediator 
has no beginning, not just temporally, but even conceptually: 


In hac ipsa ergo sapientiae subsistentia quia omnis virtus ac deformatio futu- 
rae inerat creaturae, vel eorum quae principaliter exsistunt vel eorum quae 
accidunt consequenter, virtute praescientiae praeformata atque disposita: 
pro his ipsis, quae in ipsa sapientia velut descriptae ac praefiguratae fuer- 
ant, creaturis se ipsam per Salomonem dicit creatam esse sapientia initium 
viarum dei, continens scilicet in semet ipsa universae creaturae vel initia vel 
rationes vel species. 


It is necessary to believe that Wisdom was engendered without any beginning 
which one can affirm or conceive. In this subsistent being of Wisdom, all 
of future creation was virtually present and formed both the beings which 
existed in the first place, as well as the accidental and accessory realities. As a 
result of these creatures, which were in it like descriptions and prefigurations, 


% ‘God is light as John says in his Gospel (1 John 1:5), and in Him is no darkness.’ See Dillon: 1988a, 
218ff 


Not a notion derived from the presentation of light in either the Timaeus or the Republic. For a full 
treatment of this topic, see Dillon: 1988a. 
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Wisdom says through the mouth of Solomon that it was created as the 
principle of the paths of God, since it contains in itself the principles, the 
reasons and the species of all creation. (1.2.2.50—8) 


The Father is above the Intelligibles, since the intelligible world of the 
(Platonic) Forms are contained in the Son. Origen modifies the traditional 
Platonist view that the Forms are the thoughts of God, since he locates it in 
His Wisdom, which he identifies with the Son, rather like the position in 
Philo. Origen is attempting to harmonise several strands of Greek philos- 
ophy with Christian thinking. The rationes that Origen locates in the Son 
are a Stoic borrowing corresponding to the seeds of the beings who will 
emerge at the creation of the world.” There is no contradiction between 
the identification of the Son with Logos and then subsequently with Wis- 
dom. Origen collects the different names given to the Son in Scripture and 
uses them as the basis for his Christology; applying the different names 
to different étivoiai, each of which denotes a particular activity of Christ, 
usually either demiurgic or soteriological. 

Origen mentions God’s Wisdom here, partly because it is what he 
perceives to be the central epinoia to which the others are subordinate, but 
also because it relates so strongly to the creation of the demiurgic Son. Since 
there could never have been a time when God existed without His Wisdom, 
the Son must always have existed. Origen is perhaps also attempting to score 
a hit here against the Valentinian Gnostics, who posit Sophia (Wisdom) 
as the last of the Aeons, while he places it first (although the notion is also 
Philonic). The notion of a pre-temporal noetic image of creation contained 
in the Son also allows Origen to avoid the illogicality of positing a sudden 
divine temporal creation (and here we really are discussing creation in a 
Judaeo—Christian sense, rather than simply Platonic demiurgy), while at 
the same time permitting him to remain loyal to the account of Genesis. 

Origen regards the Logos as subordinate to Wisdom, since at Prov. 8.22, 
Wisdom is said to be the main d&py1 of God’s Will and Jn. 1.1 reads ‘in the 
Wisdom (the Principle) was the Word’ (discussed by Origen at Comm. Jn. 
1.90—4).*° Origen explains that the Logos refers to its function as interpreter 
of the secrets of Wisdom.*? While God the Father parallels the absolute 
simplicity of the Platonic Monad or the Plotinian One, the Son contains 
the binary nature of the Dyad; a single hypostasis with multiple aspects: 
Wisdom, Truth, Logos and Resurrection. This multiplicity of nature would 
seem to make him inferior in many respects to the Father, although his 


37 Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 31 38 Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 30-1 
39 Princ. 1.2.3.59-67 


Creation in De Principiis 255 


unity is not compromised by these multiple aspects (Comm. Jn. 1.28 (30), 
196—7),*° something that emerges elsewhere in Origenian thought. This 
inferiority appears to be supported by the New Testament. 

The role of Wisdom in creation is outlined at 1.2.3.59-67: 


Quali autem modo intelleximus sapientiam initium viarum dei esse, et quo- 
modo creata esse dicitur, species scilicet in se et rationes totius praeformans 
et continens creaturae: hoc modo etiam verbum dei eam esse intellegendum 
est per hoc, quod ipsa ceteris omnibus, id est universae creaturae, mysterio- 
rum et arcanorum rationem, quae utique intra dei sapientiam continentur, 
aperiat; et per hoc verbum dicitur, quia sit tamquam arcanorum mentis 
interpres. 


We have therefore understood how Wisdom is the principle of the paths of 
God and how it is said to be created; in so far as it performs and contains 
in it the species and the reasons of all creation. It is necessary to understand 
that it is also the Word of God by the fact that it opens to all other beings, 
that is to say all creation, the reason of the mysteries and of all the secrets, all 
contained without exception in the Wisdom of God, and by that it is called 
Logos (Word), since it is like the interpreter of the secrets of intelligence. 


The Forms do not exist in an autonomous manner; they are contained 
within the oldest étrivoia (11.118). There is a distinction between initia and 
rationes, a contrast between the Platonic Forms and the Stoic germs of 
being. The rationes contained in Wisdom are a pattern of creation more 
detailed than that of the Forms; they are the Adyor otrepyatixot of the 
individual beings which will be created.*' At Prov. 8. 22, Wisdom is said 
to be produced (xti@eiv). Origen reserves troieiv to denote creation, but 
in spite of this, Arius seized upon this passage to prove that Christ is 
a creature of the Father. What interests me here are not the intricacies of 
Christian theology, but precisely what form of creation is intended. Rufinus 
translated creata esse dicitur, a doctrinally safe option. In this context the 
Son is created, but only in the sense that He is a prefiguration of the 
created world to come, not in any other way, since He has always existed 
in the bosom of the Father (1.2.3.72—7). For the Father to exist without 
the Son would be to deny Him absolute perfection. This differs from the 
viewpoint of apologists, such as Athenagoras (Legatio 10), Tatian (Oratio 5) 
and Theophilus (Auto/. 11. 50), who all draw a distinction between the 


4° Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 33 

4" For further examples, see Princ. 1.4.5 (Rufinus and Justinian); 11.3.6; Comm. Jn. 119 (22), 113-153 34 
(39), 24, 43 38 (42), 283, 11 18 (12), 126; V, 53 XIX, 22 (5); 146-50; CCels. v, 22; V, 3, 93 VI, 64; Fragm. 
Ephes. v1 (JTS ut, 341). 
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moment when the Logos was immanent in the Father and when it was 
engendered as a separate being.** 

At 1.2.4.109-24, Origen states that the Son is not generated by God 
by sexual means. The Son is Son, not as the result of adoption by the 
Holy Spirit, but by nature, since He is generated eternally and perpetually 
(aeterna ac sempiterna generatio), just as a ray is generated by a source 
of light. At Comm. Jn. 11.2-18, this continual generation of the Son by 
the Father is compared to His unceasing contemplation of the Father; 
the Son has moved to occupy a role similar to that of the Numenian 
Second God. In this case, the Son must be ordering Himself in response 
to the Father and it explains how the Father can still be regarded as the 
Demiurge since He is involved in the continual creation of the world of 
the Forms contained in the Son. Origen has demoted the Forms, which 
in the Numenian system were located above his Second God,* but by 
doing this, he has given the Father a much more active role in generation 
than that of having merely produced a Demiurge, although the leitmotif 
of generation in contemplation can be found elsewhere: in Plato (Phaedrus 
249c), Alcinous (Didasc. 14.1) and Plotinus. 

At 1.2.6.161-8, Origen outlines the manner in which the Father and the 
Son collaborate during creation: 


Si enim omnia quae facit pater, haec et filius, facit similiter in eo quod 
omnia ita facit filius sicut pater, imago patris deformatur in filio, qui utique 
natus ex eo est velut quaedam voluntas eius ex mente procedens. Et ideo ego 
arbitror quod sufficere debeat voluntas patris ad subsistendum hoc, quod vult 
pater. Volens enim non alia via utitur, nisi quae consilio voluntas profertur. 
Ita ergo et filii ab eo subsistentia generatur. 


In fact, if everything which the Father does, the Son does in the same 
manner, then the Son does everything like the Father, the image of the 
Father is distorted in the Son, who surely is born like a will of the Father, 
proceeding from intelligence. It is why, I think, that the will of the Father 
must suffice in order to create what the Father wants. In His desire, He does 
not use a means other than the Will which He brings forth in His counsel. 
It is in this way that the subsistent being of the Son is engendered by Him. 
(my italics) 


The Father can create merely by wishing it. The Son accomplishes the 
same actions as He does. The italicised expression is used in Greek to refer 
to the creation of matter.** The Son is dependent for His existence upon 


# Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 37, n. 16 43 Numenius Fr. 18 Des Places 
44 Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 41 n. 37 
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the Father, rather like the Young Gods of the Timaeus. At 1.2.6.178-84, 
Origen states that the Father produced the Son by the Will resulting from 
intelligence, not cutting or isolating a part. Origen explains that the Father 
is like an immense statue, which because of His dimensions cannot be seen 
by anyone, so he creates a similar statue which resembles Him perfectly 
[1.2.8]. In this way, the noetic realm must be in some manner present in God 
the Father, although Origen never tells us that. Origen cleverly combines 
Greek philosophy and Christian thought by linking the demiurgic role 
with God’s fatherhood. Origen also moves against the Gnostic notion that 
the production of the phenomenal realm was the result of an attempt by 
the Demiurge to imitate the production of the suprasensible world by the 
Father [1.2.12.432-8]: 


Ea sane quae secundum similitudinem vel imitationem discipuli ad mag- 
isttum a quibusdam dicta sunt, vel quod in materia corporali ea a filio 
fiant, quae a patre in substantiis spiritalibus prius fuerint deformata con- 
venire quomodo possunt, cum in evangelio filius dicatur non similia facere, 
sed eadem similiter facere? 


Some speak of the similarity in the imitation of the master by the disciple 
or say that the Son accomplished in corporeal matter what the Father had 
already shaped in spiritual substances. How could this be imagined since the 
Scripture does not say that the Son makes similar works, but that He similarly 
makes the same works? (my italics) 


The Son is not a Demiurge in imitation of the Father, nor even involved 
in carrying out the instructions of the Father, as the italicised lines reveal. 
He is the instrument through which the Father creates (as is found in 
the New Testament). In a sense, the Son, as Logos, has adopted the role of 
Philo’s Logos-Cutter. Creation is produced through the collaboration of the 
Father and the Son, perhaps akin to Numenius’ principle of tedcypnors. 
This is an anti-Gnostic move, since the Gnostics envisaged demiurgy as 
the application to the psychic realm of the principles which created the 
hylic one.*’ This blurs to some extent the traditional Platonist distinction 
between the noetic realm and the sensible one, since here the sublunar 
world is produced as a continuation of its suprasensible counterpart, not 
in opposition to it. 

Origen revisits this notion of the demiurgic instrumentality of the Son 
in Commentary on John.*° Christ as Wisdom is generated by the Father 


4 Tren., Adv. Haer. 1.5.5 
46 TAt Buvatdv ds TO ‘Ug’ ov’, Step goTi Toioty, siye ‘éveTeiAaTo 6 Beds Kai exTicOnoav’. 
Anuioupyés yap tas 6 Xpiotés gotiv, © Aéyer 6 TratHp: TevnOtjto pds Kai Tevnoyto 
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before time. Apx7n is both a principle and the beginning, and this further 
explains Christ’s role, as that which was generated first and atemporally 
(11.36). The Father creates ex ipso, as the First Cause, while the Son creates 
per ipsum as the means through which everything else is created, per reflects 
the Greek pronoun dia, taken from John 1:3.47 Christ can even be called the 
Tpocexdrs Sloupyds ‘immediate craftsman’, as He is at CCels. v1, 60. As 
Blanc points out, one can even refer to him as an executor (fragment 111), as 
Sic indicates not a service (S1aKovia) but rather collaboration (ouvepyia).** 

This raises the whole question of participation. The Logos is not just the 
ontological link between the Father and the rest of creation, but additionally 
a spiritual one. Even though everything might receive God’s spirit (Princ. 
1.3.68), this does not suggest any sort of material pantheism.*? As Lyman 
points out, Origen stresses participation, not to claim that the cosmos is 
consubstantial with God, but to prove that all creation intentionally results 
from God the Father and sustains its existence from Him in a dynamic 
relationship.°° 

Origen identifies the Son with the Numenian Second God; this is 
implied at 1.3.1-4 where he mentions that other philosophers have regarded 
creation as the work of God’s Logos, and at HomGen x1v.3, though it is 
obvious that he has this in mind, since he would have encountered it via the 
Platonic Letter 11.312e— 313a, which is quoted by Celsus and to which point 
Origen responds at CCels. v1.8. Some of the difficulty in understanding 
Origen’s hypostatic triad comes from the merging of two ‘Ones’, which 
owes something to the first two hypostases of the Parmenides. The entire 
moment of creation can be viewed in terms of a tried and tested Platonic 
formula, with a merging of a Mind that thinks the world and a Mind 
which is the Demiurge who actually created it. 


The Holy Spirit 


Many Platonists, including Numenius, interpreted the three kings of the 
pseudo-platonic Epistula 11.312e as referring to a divine triad: ‘All things 


oteptwya’. Anuioupyds 82 6 Xpiotds as apXT, Kab’ 6 cogia goTi, TH copia Elva KaAOULEVOS 
apxn. 
‘However, it is possible that he is “He by whom”, that is to say He who creates, because “God 
commanded and it was created”. Christ is, in a certain sense, a Demiurge, since the Father said to 
Him “Let there be light”, “Let there be a heaven”. It is as a principle that Christ is the Demiurge, 
in so far as he is Wisdom, because it is because He is Wisdom that he is called a principle.’ Comm. 
Jn. LAt0-11. 

47 Blanc: 1966, 252-3 4° Blanc: 1966, 252-3 

49 Denied at CCels. 6.71 (SC 147. 356-60). 5° Lyman: 1993, 48 
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are related to the King of all things and the all are on account of him and 
he is responsible for all good things. And the second things are related 
to the Second and the third things to the Third.’” In Christian literature 
prior to Origen, we can find evidence of similar speculations. For example, 
Justin Martyr claims that Plato obtained the idea of the Trinity from 
Moses, suggesting an equation between Platonist and Christian triads of 
hypostases. After quoting Epistula 1, Clement goes on to comment ‘I at 
least do not understand it any other way than that the Trinity is disclosed; 
for the Holy Spirit is third and the Son is second, through whom ‘everything 
was made’ [John 1:3] in accordance with the will of the Father’ (Stromateis 
V.102.3-103.1). 

Origen’s response differs from his Christian predecessors in his opposi- 
tion to a simple identification of both triads.” Despite repeatedly admitting 
Plato’s stylistic superiority over scripture,” he is able to regard Christian 
doctrine as superior, since it alone has knowledge of the Holy Spirit.°4 
Pagan philosophers were unaware of its existence because it has no demi- 
urgic function; its activity is soteriological and confined to the saints.» 
Origen’s influence on the Christian tradition ensured that, due to the dif- 
fering Third Hypostasis, the Platonic and Christian triads are not equated. 
By not identifying the Third King with the Holy Spirit, Origen can retain 
a version of the Platonic principles which does not conflict with Christian 
theology and claim superiority for Christianity in that it alone knew of 
the existence of the Holy Spirit. Origen is clearly drawing on the triadic 
thinking of Numenius of Apamea, whose theology speculates on these 
three kings. While Origen rarely mentions his sources in his extant works, 
we do know that he consulted Numenius as he is mentioned second to 
only Plato in the Contra Celsum. 

Numenius’ combination of an intellect at rest, which can be regarded 
as possessing a demiurgic function insofar as it generates the Demiurge, 
influenced Origen in positing a Father who is a creator insofar as he uses 


* Kritikos: 2007: epi Tov mdvtwv Baoiléa tavtT’ éoti Kal éxeivou Evexa TrdavTa, Kal éKeivo 

aiTlovatravtwv Tv KaAdV: SeuTEepov Fé Trép1 TA SevUTEPA, Kal TpiTovTepl Ta TpiTa. 

Tzamalikos: 2007, 17, bases some of his oppostion to the claim that Origen exhibits strong Platonic 

tendencies by pointing out the ‘hackneyed assertion that his Trinity was a Plotinian triad’ which is 

often made. He has a point here, in that Origen does not attempt to incorporate the Holy Spirit 

into a metaphysical system. 

3 CCel. vis ff 4 Prine. 1.3.1 

> The subordinate nature of the Holy Spirit comes across at Comm. Jn 11.10.76: ‘And perhaps this is 
the reason why he himself does not bear the name Son of God, for only the only-begotten is Son 
by nature from the beginning, and it seems that the Holy Spirit has need of him to minister to him 
his substance.’ (trans. Widdicombe: 1994, 97) 
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the Son as an instrument. Origen links the unity of the Father with the 
multiplicity of Creation through the epinoiai which he posits in Christ. 
These epinoiai (Greek = thoughts, purposes) are denominations of Christ 
which correspond to an aspect of his activity. The first two of these, Wisdom 
and Word, betray the influence of Numenius’ Second and Third God in 
that Wisdom is the Son’s creative potential, whereas the Word is actually 
involved in the act of creation. Word is then the lower aspect of Wisdom, 
just as the Third God is the lower aspect of the second. In positing the 
Word or Logos as the instrument through which a transcendent God creates, 
Origen additionally reveals the debt which he owes to Philo.*° 

There is another reason why Origen may have wished to avoid associating 
the Holy Spirit with the third hypostasis of the Platonist triad (the World- 
Soul) and why he may have viewed a simple equation between the Trinity 
and the Platonist triads as inadequate for his metaphysics. The only possible 
parallel to the World-Soul in Origen is the human soul of Christ. I think 
that since the Platonist World-Soul contains individual human souls (Plato, 
Tim. 34b; picked up later by Plotinus at Enz. rv 9 [8]), Origen would not 
relish the prospect of making the Holy Spirit substantially the same as 
individual human souls, whereas for the human soul of Christ, this presents 
no problem. The Holy Spirit does represent, however, the beginning of 
creation, since it is the first entity co-produced by the Father and Son. 
Origen makes it quite clear that the Holy Spirit only owes its existence to 
the continual mediation of the Son. 

The Son participates in the divinity of the Father and is not merely one 
of the created, though the Holy Spirit appears to be one. The Father and 
Son share a substratum (or lack of a material substrate), denoted by the 
terms UtroKeiuevov, UTréoTaors and ovoia, although it is unclear whether 
the Son is actually generated from the ovoia of the Father.” In fact, Origen 
did not believe that the Son could be created ex nihilo: ‘we do not therefore 
say, as the heretics think, that a part of the substance of God changes itself 
into a Son, or that the Son was created by the Father from nothing’ (Princ. 
IV.4.1.(28).3-19). Even though it is clear that the Father does not produce 
the Son from outside His substance, Origen does not actually say that He 
was produced from the substance of the Father. This idea of the generation 
of the Logos from nothing was an Arian notion, frequently linked with the 
non-eternity of the Son. 


56 Clearly the Logos is to be found in the Fourth Gospel also, but Philo, I think, can rightly be viewed 
as the innovator of a theory of the Logos within a Biblical context. 
57 Lyman: 1993, 69 
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Origen rules out the idea of pre-existent matter at 1.3.2.56-62, relying 
on reference to Scripture to refute belief in a matter which is co-eternal 
with God. Origen moves against the traditional Platonist perception of 
demiurgy (ordering something pre-existent) in preference to his belief in 
creatio ex nihilo, a prudent move for a monistic system. This is stressed by 
Origen, who does not wish for fragmentation to creep into the godhead, 
stressing the unity of purpose shared by the Trinity. However, despite this 
radical shift, Origen’s system is influenced by the concept of demiurgy, 
rather than an entirely independent creational model: he refers to the 
Trinity at 1.4.3.46-50 as evepyeTiKt SUvauis et Snuiloupyikn, ‘a beneficial 
and demiurgic power’. Rufinus uses the Greek terms in his Latin text, 
indicating that they originate with Origen himself. It is of note that Origen 
applies the term to the whole Trinity, as well as to the Father. Even though 
the Father and Son are co-Demiurges, Origen can apply the term to the 
Trinity as a whole, since they are one. 


God’s activity prior to creation 


Origen then deals with one of the vital issues facing all those who posit 
creation at a given point in time: what was God doing beforehand. For 
Origen, it is impious to think that God was actually idle. Origen has to 
view the Demiurge as active for all eternity since, as he points out further on 
in the same passage, to say otherwise would lead one to suppose that he had 
been prevented from creating by external powers, which would go against 
belief in His omnipotence. The other alternative, that God had simply 
not wished to create until a given moment in time, would go against His 
immutability. To claim that God is active for all eternity, as Origen does 
here (an excellent philosophical choice), would be to claim that creation is 
co-eternal with God; a claim contrary to the Christian faith. 

Origen manages to evade this problem by means of a solution already 
hinted at in section 1.2.10. Creation is co-eternal with God, but only 
insofar as this refers to the intelligible world, containing the blueprint 
of creation, which itself is contained within the Son, who is produced 
by continual generation. Origen also points out that temporal vocabulary 
cannot be applied to the Trinity.” We are fortunate that Rufinus leaves 
several of the terms of this section in the original Greek, which reveals the 
numerous influences which lie behind the composition of this section — 
that of Philo (in the reference to God as a Tointikh and BaciAikt) power), 


8 Princ. 1.4.3 9 Princ. W.4.1 
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and of the Platonic tradition (Tim. 29), in the description of the world 
as an emanation from divine goodness. This solution is given explicitly 
at 1.4.4.80-5. If creation was always present in God’s Wisdom, then there 
never was a time when creation did not exist (even if this only refers to 
the noetic realm). The conclusion to this argument advanced with some 
caution at 1.4.5.100—5 is that if the noetic realm always existed, then the 
‘genera’ and ‘species’ must also have done so. This raises the question of 
whether individualities (séngula) could possibly have always existed. Origen 
only mentions the issue, but does not attempt to provide a solution; he is 
here in an area where the Church of his day had not yet produced a dogmatic 
response. Tzamalikos does not regard the question of what God was doing 
before creation as one which Origen takes seriously, referring to it as a 
‘pseudo-question’®° and a ‘fake question’.“' This seems to me to be unduly 
dismissive — the claim that the world had been created at a point in time was 
a difficult one to defend within the Greek philosophical tradition (probably 
a reason why the literal reading of the Timaeus had been abandoned by 
the Old Academy). It is true that Origen is not unduly worried about 
having to interpret the creation accounts of Genesis as literally referring 
to a temporal creation: ‘Scripture does not speak here of a beginning in 
time, but states that the heaven and earth and everything which was made, 
was made, “in the beginning”, that is in the Saviour’ (Homilies on Genesis 
1.1). Tzamalikos is, however, right to point out that Origen separates 
the conception of God from his will to create; in other words God does 
not need to create to be God.® By contrast, it is hardly possible for the 
Demiurge not to generate the world and still be the Demiurge. 

However, perhaps the Origenian system itself provides the answer. For 
Origen, the world is created through the free choice of individual souls 
who fall; some to become angels or stars and others still further to become 
men or demons.°* Therefore it is possible that all individuals existed before 
the creation of this world, since the end of the cosmos will represent a 
return to the state of the beginning, as individual souls chose the path of 
righteousness, although as free will shall remain, the possibility of a future 
fall and further worlds is preserved, though the probability of this occurring 
is disputed (see my discussion below). This fall is contested by Edwards and 


Tzamalikos: 2006, 147 6 Tzamalikos: 2006, 153 

non ego hic temporale aliquid principium dicit, sed ‘in principio’, id est in Salvatore, factum esse 
dicit caelum et terram et omnia quae facta sunt. 
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Tzamalikos on the grounds that the texts supporting a fall have largely been 
drawn from opponents of Origen and that this belief in a fall was largely 
sustained by the anathemas which were decreed by the second Council 
of Constantinople.® An example of this is the second anathema against 
Origen, which appears in Koetschau’s edition as Fragment 23a.°° 


The production of all rational creatures consisted of incorporeal and imma- 
terial minds without any number or name, so that they all formed a unity on 
account of the identity of their essence and power and activity and by their 
union with and knowledge of God the Word;... they took bodies, either 
consisting of finer or grosser particles, and become possessed of a name, 
which accounts for the differences of names, as well as of bodies among the 
higher powers; and thus the cherubim, with the reigns and authorities, the 
lordships, thrones and angels and all the other heavenly orders came into 
being and received their names.°” 


Even if we must bear in mind that this passage is not a literal citation, 
it must reflect Origen’s views (otherwise there would not have been much 
point in decreeing these anathemas against him).°* According to Tzama- 
likos, the souls are originally ‘in God’; the soul of Christ comes out, since 
it is sent from the Father ‘but other souls came out of God in a dissimilar 
manner, neither being sent or escorted by the divine will’.°? For Tzamalikos 
argues that any reference to the fall of souls really refers to the emergence 
of souls out of God and is not a fall, but rather an expression of divine 
economy, since ‘before’ the fall or ‘after’ the end of this aeon, there is only a 
divine reality.”° This is clear also from Origen’s argument: “Therefore in this 
Wisdom, which was always with the Father, creation was always present in 
outline and form and there was never a moment when the prefiguration of 
those things which were to come to be was not in Wisdom.’”' Creation is 
continuous, since it reflects the eternal Wisdom of God, where the Logos 
always is.”* “The God who made the universe did not require time in order 
to make such a great heaven and earth. .. for even if it might seem that 
these things were made in six days, there is need of intellect to understand 
in what way “in six days” is meant.’”3 

A related topic has been the cause for one of the major disputes in 
recent Origen scholarship. Edwards and Tzamalikos reject the notion that 


Tzamalikos: 2007, 340 

Cf the anathemas which appear at the end of Justinian Ep. ad Mennam (Mansi 1x.533). 
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Origen believed in the incorporeal Platonic world of the Forms, citing the 
following passage in support: 


Designat sane et alium quendam mundum praeter hunc visibilem etiam 
dominus et salvator noster, quem re vera describere ac designare difficile 
est; ait namque: Ego non sum ex hoc mundo. Tamquam enim qui ex 
alio quodam esset mundo, ita dixit quia non sum ex hoc mundo. Cuius 
mundi difficilem nobis esse expositionem idcirco praediximus, ne forte 
aliquibus praebeatur occasio illius intellegentiae, qua putent nos imagines 
quasdam, quas Graeci iSéas nominant, adfirmare: quod utique a nostris 
rationibus alienum est, mundum incorporeum dicere, in sola mentis fantasia 
vel cogitationum lubrico consistentem; et quomodo vel salvatorem inde esse 
vel sanctos quosque illuc ituros poterunt adfirmare, non video. 


Our Lord and Saviour indicates another world, apart from this visible one, 
which is truly difficult to describe and define. For he says ‘I am not of this 
world’ and in so far as he said ‘I am not of this world’, he is from another 
world. I said before that it is difficult for us to explain this world here, lest 
perhaps it might supply to some people the occasion to suppose that we are 
asserting the existence of certain images which the Greeks call ‘ideas’. For it 
is completely foreign to our mode of reasoning to speak of an incorporeal 
world, which exists solely in the fantasy of the mind and in the fluidity of 
thought, and I do not see how they could assert that the Saviour came from 
there or that the saints will go there. (Princ. 11.3.6.236—48) 


However, this corresponds with Origen’s unitary view of a single world: 
at Princ. 11.4.3 everything in heaven and earth constitutes the world and 
at Princ. 11.3.6 both celestial and supercelestial, along with the earthly 
and infernal can be generally referred to as a single world, though Origen 
concedes that the other worlds that are in it are contained within this single 
perfect world. This problematic passage at Princ. 11.3.6 can be reconciled 
with the noetic world posited at Princ. 1 then, since Origen elsewhere 
frequently refers to the world as consisting of spaces on different levels — 
celestial and supercelestial ones at Princ. 11.3.6, or placed above the aether 
at CCels. 11.4.2; V.4. 

Another passage which Tzamalikos uses to support an anti-Platonic 
reading is CCels. v.21 ‘Furthermore the followers of Pythagoras and or 
Plato assert that the cosmos is indestructible, but they trip up in a similar 
manner.’”* This passage refers to the succession of identical worlds in which 
the same events are fated to occur: Socrates will once again be accused by 
Anytus and Meletus, and will once again be condemned. Clearly, Origen 
could not accept such a deterministic account, given his views on free 
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will — but this should not lead to him being considered an ‘anti-Platonist’ 
as such. It is also that case that Origen continually represents Christian 
wisdom as being superior to, or as surpassing Greek thought, while at the 
same time being profoundly influenced by Greek philosophy. 


The question of evil 


At Princ. 1.5.374-88, Origen asks whether God designates some of his 
creatures as virtuous and others malicious. Clearly, he replies, it cannot be 
the case that some souls were evil from the very moment of their creation, 
since this would make God ultimately responsible for evil. There is no 
necessity for them to be evil; rather they fall as a result of making the 
wrong choices; the Creator is not responsible for this; He has merely given 
them free will.” At 1.5.3.129-37, Origen points out that there is nothing in 
the nature of the Trinity which would lead them to produce beings which 
are evil by nature. Saints were not saints since the beginning, rather they 
were souls which fell further than the angels, but not so far as the rest of 
mankind. 

This idea is clearly inspired by Plato’s Phaedrus 246b—d and an echo of 
the same thought is expressed at CCels. 1v.40. This fall is what motivates 
God to produce the material world, thus vitiating the claim that it would 
be illogical for Him to arbitrarily create it at a given point in time (though 
Origen could have simply used Plato’s point that it was produced along 
with Time, not in Time). He could similarly have availed himself of Philo’s 
response that the events of Genesis are depicted in a hierarchical, rather than 
a temporal order. Metaphysically, Origen is still faced with the problem 
of having his First Principle intervene directly in the material world. Of 
course, God intervening directly in the sublunar realm is precisely what 
occurs during the Incarnation, but this would not deter Origen from 
attempting to harmonise Christianity and a philosophical view of creation. 
This intervention is not problematic for Origen. The creative intervention 
does not posit a change in God’s nature and is not the result of God 
changing His mind. After all, God’s decision to create is as as the result of 
His mercy, which is part of His nature. Nor should Origen’s view be seen 


75 At CCels, 111.69.1-11, blame is placed squarely on Man, when Origen asserts that no soul was created 
evil, but they became so as a result of habituation or perversion, and even for such individuals, the 
divine Logos has a purificatory function, actually nourishing the human soul (CCeds. 1v.18.12-26). 
In this passage, Origen plays upon the nurse imagery of the Receptacle, although it is the Logos 
who is the nurse of creation, nourishing individual human souls, just as a nurse provides milk to 
an infant. 
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as particularly unusual; the same idea occurs for example in tenth-century 
Arabic philosophy. The Incarnation is not an aberration, but rather it is 
part of God’s divine plan, intended all along to take place when the time 
was right. (In this way, it is similar to Teilhard de Chardin’s “Omega Point’ 
as the goal of history.) Christ is furthermore never in time, but stretched 
out alongside (ouptrapexTevouevos) time.”° 

As a result of their fall, the pre-existing intelligences are placed in bodies: 
the angels have the lightest, followed by men and demons. It would seem 
that the weight of the material body should be linked to the distance of 
the fall from God in the first book of Peri Archén.’’ However, elsewhere 
Origen refers to demons as having a lighter body than ours. 

In this sense, Origen does not differ from the Gnostics in regarding the 
material world as essentially evil, since it is under the power of the devil.”* 
The devil is evil through his own free choice. As Origen later affirms, the 
devil can be regarded as the creature of God, as a being, but not in his 
role as the devil.”” He owes his existence to God, but not his choice, and 
so God is not responsible for the existence of evil in the sublunar realm.*° 
Origen makes this point more forcefully at Princ. 1. 5.5.283—6: ‘it is only 
the Father, the Son and Holy Spirit who are pure in a substantial manner, 
but the holiness of every creature is an accidental reality and that which is 
accidental can fall.’ The italicised phrase has often been overlooked, when 
Origen has been attacked for claiming that the Son is a creature of the 
Father. Clearly from this section everything other than the Father, Son and 
Holy Spirit are created. They are the only entities capable of possessing 
goodness substantially, because goodness depends on the correct exercise 
of free will and only the Trinity is capable of always making the correct 
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‘This is perhaps the motive which persuaded those who affirm that the devil is not the work of 
God; in effect, as the devil, he is not the work of God; but the one who became the devil, since he 
has an origin, and there is no creator other than our God, is a creature of God; just as if we say that 
a murderer is not the work of God, we do not deny that, in so far as he is a man, he was created by 
God,’ 

God’s Providence, in fact, defends the world against the spread of evil at CCels. 1v.6.4.18-23, 
although at 1v.70.11 -14 God is said to use the malice of evil individuals to preserve cosmic order. In 
this sense, even though God is not responsible for the existence of evil, it plays a role in the divine 
scheme. God is no more responsible for the existence of evil than a carpenter is responsible for the 
existence of sawdust which results from his woodworking (CCels. v1.55.17-24). 
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choices. In this way, Origen does away with the Necessity which dogs the 
Platonic Demiurge’s attempts at creation. 

Origen’s other argument to protect God from responsibility for the 
existence of evil is simply to argue that it does not exist, on the grounds 
that ‘whatever has not received its constitution from God or from His 
Logos is nothing’.*' Plotinus was strenuously opposed to this non-existence 
of evil, since, as he argued, if evil did not truly exist, then neither did good, 
although Aristotle did not posit evil as one of his principles. Origen may 
have adopted this formulation, which essentially regards evil as an errant 
cause, as a response to Gnostic dualism. 


Creation, apokatastasis and the material realm 


Origen has his own version of Stoic ekpyrosis, with the possibility of an 
infinite number of worlds being created and destroyed, although they 
do not exist simultaneously. (Origen vacillates between this view and the 
position that there is only a single fall and a single creation). 


Finis ergo mundi et consummatio dabitur, cum unusquisque pro merito pec- 
catorum etiam poenis subicietur; quod tempus deus solus agnoscit, quando 
unusquisque quod meretur expendet. In unum sane finem putamus quod 
bonitas dei per Christum suum universam revocet creaturam, subactis ac 
subditis etiam inimicis. 


There will be an end and a consummation of the world, at a time which 
God alone knows, during which each shall be submitted to the punishments 
merited by his sins. We think that the bounty of God will assemble by His 
Christ all creation in a single end, after having reduced and subjected even 
His enemies. (1.6.1.20—5) 


I think that here we have a democratic version of Gnosticism. In Origen, 
just as in Valentinus, the soul does not belong in the material realm, but 
has entered it as the result of a fall. Just as in Gnosticism, creation is in 
a sense pointless, since the aim is to undo it, and for the soul to escape 
back to the noetic realm from which it came. However, there are important 
differences. Creation in Origen is not created by a split within the godhead 
itself and the need for the godhead to reunite does not motivate Christian 
soteriology. Creation is worthwhile; if at the end, intelligible creatures, 
including presumably demons based on the passage quoted above, learn to 
make the morally correct choices. 


81 Comm. Jn. 11.93 


268 Origen, the Demiurge and Christian theology 


Just because Endzeit is similar to the beginning in Origen does not mean 
that creation is not worthwhile. God’s salvation here is open to all, not just 
a select elite, as is the case in Gnosticism. It is justified because at the end 
of this current world, the intelligences choose to return to God of their 
own free will, opening themselves to His mercy and leaving behind the 
material world, although the continued existence of free will leaves open 
the possibility of a further fall, and thus the positing of multiple worlds, 
although of course there is no reason why an identical succession of events 
should take place in each new world (as Origen is quick to point out). 


Semper enim similis est finis initiis; et ideo sicut unus omnium finis, ita 
unum omnium intellegi debet initium; et sicut multorum unus finis, ita ab 
uno initio multae differentiae ac varietates, quae rursum per bonitatem dei, 
per subiectionem Christi atque unitatem spiritus sancti in unum finem, qui 
sit initio similis revocantur... . 


The end is in fact always the same as the beginning: and it is why, in the 
same manner that the end of all things is one and the same, in the same way 
it is necessary to understand that the beginning of everything is one and 
the same. As this single end is that of numerous beings, in this way starting 
from a unique beginning, there are many differences and varieties, which 
again, by the bounty of God, the submission of Christ and the unity of 
the Holy Spirit, are called back to a single end similar to the beginning. . . . 
(1. 6.2.46—52) 


At the end of creation, all intelligences are united. What does Origen 
mean by this? If the end is similar to the beginning, this would indicate that 
the souls exist in the noetic realm within the Son-Logos. It would indicate, 
just as in Gnosticism, that they would be absorbed back into the godhead, 
However, this cannot be the case, since the souls were not produced by 
the splitting of the godhead and are its creatures, and secondly, if they 
existed in the Son-Logos, they would be ontologically superior to the Holy 
Spirit. At 1.6.4.164—7, Origen states that this is not his view: ‘if the exterior 
form of the world passes away, it will not be a complete destruction, 
nor a loss of material substance, but a certain change of quality and a 
transformation of the outward appearance.’** Clearly if some aspect of the 
material world is to be retained at the end, this cannot be reintegrated in the 
Son-Logos. The Origenian creation cycle can be viewed as the distribution of 
pre-existent intelligences into corporeal bodies, which culminates in their 
reintegration into the supralunar realm. But if Origen is not concerned 
with the absorption of individual souls into the godhead (and I think that 


8. si habitus huius mundi transit, non omnimodis exterminatio vel perditio substantiae materialis 


ostenditur, sed inmutatio quaedam fit qualitatis atque habitus transformatio. 
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he is not), then does he regard the individual entities as merged at the end? 
Under such a reading, at the commencement, individual souls would not 
be distinguished, and we have already seen that they are, even in the noetic 
realm of the Son-Logos. 

A related point is the consideration of what happens to the material 
realm after the end. In Gnosticism it seems to keep ticking away under 
the Demiurge, since it exists in opposition to God the Father and not 
because of Him. The passage quoted above is clearly inspired by St Paul’s 
comment that the external form of the world will pass away and God 
will be all in all.*? Yet, material substance will continue to exist, in the 
sense that corporeal bodies will become more refined, like the bodies of 
angels. It is not the case, as in Gnosticism, that the material world shall 
continue to exist in conflict with the noetic one, even when the pneumatics 
are saved, but that the entire material world shall be reintegrated, not 
into the noetic realm contained in the Son-Logos, but into the supralunar 
realm. 

Origen is quite clear on the necessity of the continued existence of 
material nature, even at the end of the world. That only the Trinity could 
be incorporeal is a commonplace concept in Origen and he does not see 
how it is possible for a great number of substantial beings to survive without 
body.** He suggests that the ‘corporeal substance will be so pure and puri- 
fied that it can be envisaged in the manner of aether’, but notes that ‘only 
God knows with certainty what will occur’.*’ It has been the opinion of 
numerous scholars that Origen regarded the end of the world as the final 
incorporeality of rational creatures.*° This has the merit of making the 
end of the world the same as before the initial creation. Yet it is disproved 
by Origen’s speculations regarding aethereal corporality. Ultimately the 
question of corporality is left somewhat open. The end cannot be the 
same as the beginning, since the intelligences do not exist at the beginning 
(except perhaps in the noetic realm of the Son-Lagos); they are created by 
God the Father through the medium of the Christ. 

Secondly, these aethereal bodies must have been created at some point, 
but this raises the question of whether souls can ever have existed without 
some element of corporality. Based on Origen’s view that only the Trinity 
can exist without corporeality, it would seem that this could never be the 
case. The end, on this reading then, is only like the beginning of that 
specific world, but not like the initial commencement of cosmic creation. 
Matter becomes refined to the point of becoming aether. However, I do 
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not think that it is the case that God creates matter from pre-existent 
aether, although He may create aether Himself as an initial stage. Matter 
cannot be ungenerated, since it would be coeval with God and outside 
His control. In any case, everything has been created by God (1.7.2.41-6 et 
passim), including soul.*” 

What Origen seems to have in mind, on a literal reading, is that God 
creates matter initially, but at the end of each successive world, it becomes 
aether, only to become matter again during a subsequent fall. In such a 
case, we cannot strictly speak of a soul becoming enmattered, rather the 
soul is already in an aethereal body, which then transforms into matter. If 
we envisage, as Origen sometimes does, only a single creation followed by 
a single apokatastasis (abolition of evil after the judgement and purification 
of souls), there would be no question of God continuously converting 
matter to aether and vice-versa. 

Book 11 of the Peri Archén is also useful for the question of demiurgy, 
since it is concerned with the world and matter: 


Quamvis ergo in diversis sit officiis ordinatus, non tamen dissonans atque a 
se discrepans mundi totius intellegendus est status; sed sicut corpus nostrum 
unum ex multis membris aptatum est et ab una continetur ita et universum 
mundum velut animal quoddam inmensum atque inmane opinandum puto, 
quod quasi ab una anima virtute dei ac ratione teneatur. 


Even though the state of the universe is composed of diverse functions, it 
is however not necessary to believe that it would be in disaccord and in 
disharmony with itself, but as our body formed from numerous limbs is one 
and maintained by a single soul, in the same way, it is necessary to regard 
the universe as an immense and enormous animal governed by the power 
and reason of God as by a single soul. (11.1.3.58-64) 


This idea of a harmonious cosmos owes much to Stoic thought, although 
evidently the concepts of a World-Soul and the cosmos as a Living Ani- 
mal are drawn from Tim. 30b. Origen also treats the World-Soul here as 
something allegorical, cleverly drawing on Platonic imagery and not con- 
tradicting it, even though evidently he did not believe in a World-Soul. 
Crouzel and Simonetti argue that the Son as the Power and Reason of 
God constitutes the Origenian World-Soul, since this is the mechanism 
through which God governs the world.** This may well be true as regards 
function, but as regards an exact parallel, it is the human soul of Christ 


87 Prine. 1.7.1.10-1. Omnes animae atque omnes rationabiles naturae factae sunt vel creatae, sive 
sanctae sint, sive nequam., ‘All souls and all rational creatures, were made or created, whether they 
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which can best be viewed as a World-Soul. For Origen, the Son is really a 
transcendent, personalised Logos.*? 

Origen, rather conveniently for our purposes, then supplies us with a 
definition of matter: a substrate of the body, i.e. that which exists with 
the insertion of qualities. Origen mentions four qualities: heat, cold, dry 
and wet, and notes that although matter itself is without qualities, it never 
exists without them.”° In reality, it has to always be informed by qualities; 
the intellect can only grasp this simulata quodammodo cogitatione. 

This view of matter is in line with standard Middle Platonist teaching. 
Matter is an amorphous substrate which has to be informed by a specific 
quality: it can be arranged as an instantiation of any particular Form, 
without being engendered by it.°' Since matter has been created by God, 
it cannot be responsible for evil. Origen criticises the standard Platonic 
notion of an uncreated matter as well as the view that it is unregulated: ‘I 
do not know how so many great men thought that it was uncreated, that 
is to say, that it was not made by God, Creator of the universe, and how 
they thought that its nature and its activity were the products of chance.’”* 

Origen drew on the Stoic view of matter as uncreated but amorphous, 
while its qualities are created by God. This allows him to defend Christian- 
ity in terms which are also acceptable to those trained in Greek philosophy, 
which regards matter as uncreated. He argues that once his opponents are 
forced to concede that matter is nothing other than an assemblage of qual- 
ities, one dispenses with the substrate; if matter only consists of qualities, 
then these qualities are created by God. Therefore, matter is created by 
God.”? However, Origen’s claim that one can dispense with the substrate 
differs from his usual view of matter and is clearly adopted here for the 
purposes of polemic.”* 

Origen has to tackle also the notion of an idle Demiurge, a problem 
known more famously from the Ad Theopompum in which his student, 
Gregory the Thaumaturge, attacks a figure called Isocrates, who is accused 
of holding this position.?* The argument, refuted at Princ. 11.1.4.125-56, 
is that God is incapable of creatio ex nihilo and so if He had not been 
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conveniently presented with matter, He would have remained idle, unable 
to create. Origen responds by suggesting that matter would not be suitable 
to be ordered by God’s Wisdom, if it had not been created by divine Prov- 
idence. He sides with the Platonists and the Stoics against the Epicureans 
and their denial ofa divine Providence which regulates the world. However, 
he is also undermining the Platonic/Stoic position, since it is contradictory 
to posit both Providence and an uncreated matter which limits its actions. 
For Origen, matter has to have a divine origin, since it is all used up in 
creation, as no other worlds exist [1.3.1]; therefore its quantity has been 
precisely calculated. 

It could be argued that the Demiurge merely uses up all matter in 
creation, but the quantity of matter used to make each body is directly 
linked to the depth of the fall of the soul, therefore only God would be 
capable of calculating the precise quantity of matter necessary for creation. 
II.3.3.130-42 elaborates: 


Sed videamus quid eis occurrat, qui haec ita asserunt. Videbitur enim 
esse necessarium ut, si exterminata fuerit natura corporea, secundo iterum 
reparanda sit et creanda; possibile enim videtur ut rationabiles naturae, a 
quibus numquam auferetur liberi facultas arbitrii, possint iterum aliquibus 
motibus subiacere, indulgente hoc ipsum deo, ne forte, si inmobilem sem- 
per teneant statum, ignorent se dei gratia et non sua virtute in illo fine 
beatitudinis constituisse; quos motus sine dubio rursum varietas corporum 
et diversitas prosequetur, ex qua mundus semper adornatur, nec umquam 
poterit mundus nisi ex varietate ac diversitate constare; quod effici nullo 
genere potest extra materiam corporalem. 


But we see the difficulties which are presented to the one who reasons in 
this manner. If corporeal nature is completely destroyed, it would seem 
necessary to restore it and to create it a second time, for it seems possible 
that rational natures, which are never denied the faculty of free will, could 
again be submitted to certain movements and God would allow this, lest, if 
they would remain always in a state of immobility, they would lose sight of 
the fact that their continuation in this final state of bliss depends on God 
and not on their own proper virtue: these movements will involve once 
again without any doubt the variety and diversity of bodies, which always 
decorate this world, because a world can never consist of anything other 
than variety and diversity, and that cannot be generated out of anything 
other than corporeal matter. 


Here the importance of matter in the creation of the sensible world is 
stressed, but it is only an element in the divine plan, not an independently- 
existing entity. Origen successfully adapts the Stoic notion of a succession 
of worlds to a Christian and Platonist context. In place of the strict Stoic 
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determinism, Origen has greater spiritual dynamism. All that has been 
determined is the precise number of rational creatures created by God at 
the beginning. Each successive world cannot be the same given the existence 
of free will. At Princ. 11.3.4, Origen compares this to throwing wheat and 
expecting the grains at each successive throw to form exactly the same 
pattern. The final state will be an assimilation to the state of the Trinity, 
with the important caveat that for creatures this state is not one of nature, 
but of character. Just as Origen modifies the Stoic notion of successive 
worlds for his own purpose, so he combats the trend of increasing the 
separation between the sensible and suprasensible worlds, which found its 
fullest expression in the Pleroma and Kenoma of the Gnostics. 

Origen seems to have these Gnostic realms in mind when he points out 
that such an incorporeal world is ‘strange to our manner of speaking’ and 
he opposes the view that the Saviour comes from it or that the Saints return 
to it.2° This, at first sight, appears to break with the Platonic distinction 
between two realms, but discussions of such realms can be traced back 
to misunderstanding Greek statements concerning the Forms. However, 
it is clear from the Origenian conception of the noetic cosmos that it 
would be untenable for the Saints to return to the realm of the Forms, 
when this is contained within the Son-Logos, which in turn is contained 
in the Father. For Origen, the world of which the Saviour speaks is the 
suprasensible one and is evidently different from its material counterpart, 
but this does not preclude a clearly-defined relationship between the two, 
‘suggesting to us that the whole universe of that which is and exists, of 
celestial and supracelestial, terrestrial and infernal, forms in a general sense 
a single perfect world, in which and by which the others, if these exist, are 
contained’.?” 

Here Origen again raises the possibility of other worlds, this time existing 
simultaneously. I do not think that he is seriously prepared to countenance 
this view, although it is possible that there are other worlds into which 
man cannot cross ([11.3.6] where he cites Clement as his authority), but 
these cannot properly be regarded as independent cosmoi. It is essential for 
Origen’s conception of the Demiurge that the entire cosmos can be viewed 
as a logical system. 

This raises the question of the longevity of the world: 


Sane hoc quod dicunt quidam de hoc mundo, quoniam corruptibilis quidem 
est ex eo quod factus est, nec tamen corrumpitur, quia corruptione fortior 
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ac validior est voluntas dei, qui fecit eum et continet illum, ne ei corruptio 
dominetur, rectius ista sentire possunt de eo mundo, quam étrAavi| spheram 
supra diximus, quia ex voluntate dei nequaquam corruptioni subiaceat, 
pro eo quod nec causas corruptionis accepit. Sanctorum quippe est et ad 
liquidum purificatorum mundus ille, non etiam impiorum, sicut iste noster. 


Certainly some say concerning the world that it is corruptible, because it 
was made, but that it does not decay, because the Will of God which made 
it is stronger and more powerful than corruption and maintains it so that it 
is not dominated by corruption: but it would be more correct to think this 
concerning the world which we mentioned above, the sphere of the fixed 
stars, because by the will of God, it is not subject to decay. In effect, this 
world belongs to the saints, to those who have been completely purified and 
not to the impious, like our world. (11.3.6.295-304) 


Origen borrows the distinction of the Timaeus between what is immortal 
and what is merely everlasting at the pleasure of the Demiurge. Here, of 
course, the world cannot be, strictly speaking, everlasting, since it will 
ultimately give way to a superior sort of world, but it is capable of falling 
into disorder, although it is unclear how exactly it is maintained by the 
Will of God. There is no hint that God’s Will has to engage in geometry 
or in continual temporal creation, intervening in favour of order, as is the 
case with the Plutarchean Demiurge, rather, it seems that the Will of God 
simply forbids decay to set in and protects the world by His continual 
care. 

At IIl.5.3.59-66, Origen raises the question of what God was doing before 
the creation of the world.?* Although Origen suggests that He is involved in 
the construction of successive worlds, he does not consistently maintain this 
view.”’ Origen follows in the Platonist tradition (and himself set the agenda 


98 Sed solent nobis obicere dicentes: Si coepit mundus ex tempore, quid ante faciebat deus quam 
mundus inciperet? Otiosam etiam et immobilem dicere naturam dei impium est simul et absur- 
dum, vel putare quod bonitas aliquando bene non fecerit et omnipotentia aliquando non egerit 
potentatum. Haec nobis obicere solent dicentibus mundum hunc ex certo tempore coepisse et 
secundum scripturae fidem annos quoque aetatis ipsius numerantibus. 


But they tend to say to us by way of objection: If the world began in time, what did God do 
before the world began? To say that the nature of God is idle and immobile is both impious and 
absurd, just like saying that there never was a time when Goodness did not do good or when the 
All-powerful did not exercise His power. One constantly makes this objection to us when we say 
that the world began at a certain time and when we consider the years and the duration according 
to the accounts of Scripture. (¢f. Princ. 1.4.5) 

Cum visibilem istum mundum fecit deus, coepit operari, sed sicut post corruptionem huius erit 
alius mundus, ita et antequam hic esset, fuisse alios credimus. 


99 


‘It is not when God created this visible world that He began to work, but just as after the destruction 
of this world there will be another, even so before this world existed, there were, we believe, others.’ 


(111.5.3.70-3). 
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for the Cappadocian Fathers) as regards his distinction between Time and 
Eternity. The Trinity is eternal, so Origen points out that his claim that 
‘there never was a time when the Son never existed must be understood 
with indulgence’ (‘cum venia’). Like Plato, he laments the difficulty of 
describing the divine with inadequate language; here temporal vocabulary 
‘temporalis vocabul? .'°° God, like Plato’s Demiurge, exists outside time and 
language can only refer to him in a tenseless kind of way, which in itself is 
impossible for language. Before Aquinas, Origen expresses the same notion 
with reference to the God of the Christians; it is not appropriate to say that 
He is everlasting, rather He exists outside time. Time itself only came into 
being with the creation of the cosmos. 

Scholars are divided on the issue of whether Origen really envisages the 
possibility of successive worlds as the result of further falls.'°' His own works 
are contradictory and he even adopts opposed positions within the same 
work.'°* Stefan Svendsen has extensively analysed the reasons which con- 
tribute to Origen’s vacillation.'®? If free will continues after the apokatastasis 
(which Origen has to believe in order to avoid strict determinism), then 
there could always be the possibility of a future fall."°* However, Svendsen 
observes, if future falls take place, God would be guilty of unnecessary 
suffering in allowing humans to lead ‘painful lives’ in the material realm, 
which could only be justified on the grounds that they would be purified 
from sin, while all along He would have known that this response on His 
part would not prevent this.’® If there are repeated falls, it seems to me that 
it would make creation pointless, rather like the situation in Gnosticism, 
since the whole point of creation becomes the attempt to undo it. 

In order to avoid the determinism that the alternative theory would 
necessitate, Svendsen suggests that Jesus’ ‘perfection of love’, which 
prevented Him from falling, will characterise the other souls after 
apokatastasis.'°° This would ensure that free will remains, but ensures that 


Prince. V.4.1.34—43 

For example Bigg, Daniélou and Crouzel are opposed to successive falls, but their view is by no 
means unanimous. 

Svendsen points to Princ. 1.66 and 111.66 as well as CCels. v1.20 with rv.69. 

I am grateful to Dr Stefan Svendsen for raising this issue with me during the course of a seminar 
at the University of Copenhagen, which has led me to reconsider views on this issue expressed 
elsewhere (O’Brien: 2007a, 174), as well as for providing me with a copy of his research data 
‘Origen and the Possibility of Future Falls’. 

Svendsen’s argument places Origen’s views within the context of ancient speculations concerning 
fate and human autonomy. 

*°5 Svendsen, S. N. (unpublished data), 16 

106 Svendsen bases his argument on Commentary on Romans 5.10.15 and De Principiis .6.4—5. Svendsen, 


S. N. (unpublished data), 18 
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because of the excellence that their natures have now attained, the souls no 
longer direct it towards evil purposes, because ‘love never fails’.'°” Each soul 
becomes a ‘pillar in the temple of God which will not go out’.'°* This also 
provides a teleology to creation: by providing a purificatory lesson to ratio- 
nal intelligences, it is part of the divine plan and results from God’s com- 
passion, thereby explaining temporal creation without positing a change 
in God’s nature. Origen is not actually the inventor of the Christianised 
version of apokatastasis: it is found in Clement and the Greek-Ethiopic 
Apocalypse of Peter, although Origen developed the concept.'°? Since Ori- 
gen posits a temporal beginning to the cosmos, he also accounts for the 
end; unlike Plato he does not envisage an everlasting cosmos. Origen’s vac- 
illation on the issue, though, indicates discontentment with the solution 
which he had proposed. 

Origen uses the term kataBoAr to refer to creation, which he etymolo- 
gises as a ‘throwing down towards the lower regions’. This passage, though 
evidently referring to the fall of souls, makes God a much more active agent 
than the idea of a fall would normally suggest. It seems less that the souls 
fell, than that they were cast out, but this might also refer to the manner 
in which the Son-Logos informs the substrate with Forms from the noetic 
realm by a sort of ‘throwing down’. This ‘throwing down’ produces two 
natures (111.6.6.222—36), the invisible, that of rational creatures, and the 
corporeal, that of animals. 

Origen regards the stars (amongst which he includes the planets) as ratio- 
nal living beings, since they are capable of receiving the commandments of 
God, which Origen bases on the Biblical phrase ‘I ordered all the stars’."° 
For Origen, the stars have to be rational, since they exhibit order in their 
movements. He regards them as animate because the notion that soul is 
the source of all motion had by this stage become commonplace. What 
is interesting is Origen’s focus on the rational design behind the rotation 
of the stars and planets. He breaks with Plato’s idea that the stars are the 
habitations of human souls, while the planets are the heavenly gods, for 
obvious reasons. However, he still needs them to be ensouled, if he still 
wishes to believe that they are alive, in order for the mechanics of the 
situation to work. This leads him to argue that stars are a separate order 
of living being, which accept some sort of material body in order to be 
of service to men. For Origen, the stars are intermediate beings between 
angels and men. 


197 1 Cor. 13:8 108 Comm. Jn. x.42; trans. Tzamalikos. 
09 Cf Ramelli and Konstan: 2007, 119 NO Prine. 1.7.3 
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Origen gives a detailed account of their creation at 1.7.4.107—12: 


...fecit deus duo luminaria magna, luminare maius in principatum diei 
et luminare minus in principatum noctis, et stellas, an non cum ipsis cor- 
poribus, sed extrinsecus factis iam corporibus inseruerit spiritum, pervi- 
dendum est. Ego quidem suspicor extrinsecus insertum esse spiritum, sed 
operae pretium videbitur de scripturis hoc ostendere. 


... God made two great lights, a larger one to govern the day and a smaller 
one to govern the night, as well as the stars. So then God did not create the 
soul together with the bodies, nor did he insert it from the outside, once the 
body was created. I myself suspect that the soul is inserted from the outside, 
but it seems a worthy task to demonstrate this from Scripture. 


I find this account fascinating, but the whole notion proved to be 
problematic for Origen, since the Church condemned the notion that the 
stars were alive. The above passage points out that the soul is older than 
the body as in the Timaeus, and both are constructed separately. The idea 
of the insertion from outside is particularly interesting, since the stars seem 
to exist at some point without corporeality. However, it is necessary to be 
cautious, since Rufinus may use spiritus here to translate vows rather than 
tvetpa (although he usually translates vots by mens or animus), so this 
cannot be taken as a conclusive affirmation of the pre-existence of souls. 
The stars are material, although their bodies are composed of aether.’" 
Whereas in conventional Platonic thought the variety of rational beings 
comes about through the instantiation of all possibilities (irrespective of 
whether or not these possibilities are also produced by the Demiurge), for 
Origen the devil, demons, man, the saints, the stars and the angels all have 
the same divine origin; it is only as a result of the choices that they make 
that they become enmattered in a specific way. 

Animals, however, are the result of a secondary creation; they are dis- 
tinguished from the reasonable natures which possess free will and soul.’ 
They merely possess visible nature, and no invisible element; being nothing 
more than a modification of matter, not the insertion of a soul into a mate- 
rial form. Origen was opposed to the Platonic notion of metempsychosis. 
No matter how far a soul falls, it will still be implanted into a rational 
animal (although this includes demons), but it will not be implanted into 
animals for the sake of punishment. According to se/Ps. 1 (PG 12, 1081 or 
Philoc. 11.51), it is not possible to understand why there are so many fero- 
cious animals. This is a valid point; since animals have no free will, there is 


™ Princ. 1.7.5.156-7: licet aetherium sit corpus astrorum, tamen materiale est. 
"2 Princ. 11.6.7 
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no reason why God should have created them. Since this part of creation 
is completely under his control, it would seem that it should be perfect. 
Though other thinkers such as Justinian see in them a positive value, since 
they inculcate virtues such as courage, Origen does not trouble himself 
with the question. 

It seems that matter is capable of preventing union in the godhead, 
since God is incorporeal, but Christ takes a material form, and it seems 
that the godhead must remain in what is to some extent a state of disunity, 
until the suppression of Christ’s human body. However, just like Plato and 
unlike the Gnostics, who also see in matter a threat to the unity of the 
godhead, Origen is positive concerning the human body. 

Even though the material world is not ideal, Origen still admires the 
physical instantiation of Man since it is capable of becoming something 
much greater: ‘a very subtle, very pure and very resplendent body’ (quali- 
tatem sublatissimi et purissimi ac splendidissimi corporis)."> Indeed, Ori- 
gen stresses that the substrate is capable of being informed by God with 
all possibilities from the noetic realm and seems almost to regret the loss 
in diversity that the dissolution of the world will entail."* The reference 
to matter ‘delivering itself’ to the Father ‘in complete readiness to the 
different aspects and kinds of things which He accomplished on it, since 
He is its lord and creator, in order that He could draw from it the diverse 
forms of celestial and terrestrial beings’ echoes a Middle Platonist notion 
observable in Plutarch (and picked up by the Neoplatonists also); that of 
world-generation from below, since matter wants to be ordered and may 
even play a role in demiurgy by ordering itself in response to the inherent 
order of the One."* 


The soul of Christ 


At Princ. 11.6.3.106-14, Origen expresses the relationship between both 
realms in terms which suggest the influence of Plato’s Tim. 35a: 


Hac ergo substantia animae inter deum carnemque mediante (non enim 
possibile erat dei naturam corpori sine mediatore misceri) nascitur, ut dix- 
imus, deus-homo, illa substantia media existente, cui utique contra nat- 
uram non erat corpus assumere. Sed neque rursum anima illa, utpote 
substantia rationabilis, contra naturam habuit capere deum, in quem, ut 
superius diximus, velut verbum et sapientiam et veritatem tota iam cesserat. 


™ > Princ, 11.6.4 "4 Prince. 111.6.4.133 
"5 Princ. 11.6.4. Cf Isis’ desire to be ordered at Plutarch De Iside 374cff- 
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Concerning this substrate of the soul, serving as an intermediary between 
God and flesh, because it was not possible that the nature of a God mixes 
itself with flesh without a mediator, so the God-man was born, as we have 
said, and in so doing this substance was the intermediary, because it was 
not against nature that this soul, a reasonable substance, would be able to 
contain God, since as we have said above, it was already completely changed 


itself, as in the Word, the Wisdom and Truth. 


This passage proved to be problematic for Origen. If the final absorp- 
tion of the human nature into the divine one in which God is all in all 
could be accused of monophysitism, then this section could be accused of 
Nestorianism, (which propounded the view that Christ had two separate 
natures, one human and the other divine). Origen commences a discussion 
on the soul, but goes on to discuss the nature of Christ. Origen seems to 
stray away from divine mediation and on to considering how the soul of 
Christ could reconcile both human and divine elements. The problem is 
that he actually could be construed as positing two Christs."° 

It seems that the substance of the soul is in some way akin to God, 
since it was capable of containing God. There is a parallel between the 
interrelation of Christ and His human soul in Origen and the assumption 
of the psychic Christ by the Valentinians. However, while psychic Christ 
is abandoned by the Saviour prior to his death (Excerpta ex. Theodoto 615), 
Christ’s human soul for Origen remains connected to the Logos. This is 
interesting metaphysically, since the human soul of Christ, which is to a 
certain extent the Origenian World-Soul, is actually an integral part of 
God’s Word. Unfortunately, it does not shed any further light on how the 
human soul first came to be. However, the question of God’s soul is not so 
simple and needs to be interpreted allegorically. Just as His arms, legs and 
eyes actually are allegorical references [11.8.5.204/f:], so too is His soul: ‘just 
as the soul inserted in all of the body makes everything move and works 
and accomplishes all things, even so the only Son of God, His Word and 
His Wisdom, reaches and brings to all the power of God, because He is 
inserted.””” 

For Origen, then, God is not soul. He does not even have one (or to be 
more precise, the Father does not have one, although the Logos does). By 
placing the Son in the same relation to the Father as soul to Man, Origen 
provides a hint of his conception of how the Father—Son relationship works 
on a demiurgic level. Just as the soul mediates between the mind and the 


46 A charge from which he was defended by Pamphilus ef, Apol. vi. 5, TPG 1.7.586, Exc.ex Theod. 58, 
Iren., Adv Haer. 1.6.1. 
"7 Princ. 11.8.5 
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body (being inferior to Mind), the Son mediates between God and the 
world (but is beneath the Father). The parallel works outside the realm of 
Origen’s metaphysics, applying also to his soteriology; the descent of the 
Son to earth parallels to some extent the fall of the soul. 


The limits of demiurgic knowledge 


At Prince. 11.9.1, it seems that Origen recommences a rambling view of 
creation, summarising points that he has already raised, although he is 
now concerned with the extent of demiurgic wisdom. Since for Origen, 
that which is infinite is by nature unknowable and since God in order 
to create everything must know it, then, from the beginning, there must 
only be a finite number of creatures, all of which owe their existence to 
God. This argument seems perfectly reasonable, with its focus not only on 
demiurgic limitations, but equally on the manner in which, for creation to 
be understood, even by God, it must be embraced within these limits. The 
notion was attacked in Justinian’s Letter to Menas:"* ‘And he (Origen) adds 
to his blasphemies that which follows in the first volume on the following 
principles.’ What is this first book of which Justinian speaks? We are already 
in the second book, but Justinian must have made an error, since he goes 
on to say: “The power of God the Father is limited according to the second 
volume of the same book.’ Justinian then provides a quotation of the text 
in Greek, which, for the sake of comparison, I include in the footnotes 
alongside Rufinus’ translation."? 


"8 Mansi: 1758-98, 489-525 
"9 Justinian’s quotation: Just. Ep. ad Mennam (p. 190, 7-14 Schw. [= I] und p. 209, 1-6 


Schw. [= II] = Koetschau Fr. 24): "Ev tf étrvooupévn apf} ToootTov d&pibuov TH BouAfati 
avtot UTootijoal Tov Fedv voepSv ovoldv, dcov NSUvaTo SiapKéool TeTTEPAOLEVY Yap Eivar 
Kai Thy ToU Feo SUvauty AeKTEov Kal UT] TeOPaoE! EUMNMIAS TH TEPLypAgiy AUTIIs TEPIAIPETEOV. 
*Eav yap 7 &treipos 7 Geia SUvamis, averyKn avTHV NSE EauTiy voEiv: TH yap Puce! TO dtTEIpOV 
carepiAnttov. Tetroinke Toivuv Tooatta, dowv TSuvato trepispaeaoGat Kal Exel UTO XEipa Kal 
OUYKPATEIV UTTO TI EAUTOU TIPOVOIaV: HoTEp Kai TooaUTHY UANY KaTEoKEvacEV, GonV TSUVaTO 
Siakoopijoar. 


‘(Saying this) that in the beginning, as it is envisaged, God, by means of His Will, gave existence to 
the number of intelligible essences which he consider sufficient. For one must state that the power 
of God is limited and one must not strip away its limitiations from the motive of avoiding impious 
language. For if the power of God were unlimited, it would necessarily be unable to intelligise 
itself. For the unlimited is by nature uncircumscribed. Therefore he created as many as He could 
grasp and hold in His hand and weld together under His Providence and He furnished just as 
much matter as he was able to order.’ 


Rufinus’ translation: Sed nunc ad propositae disputationis ordinem redeamus, et intueamur ini- 
tium creaturae, quodcumque illud initium creantis dei mens potuerit intueri. In illo ergo initio 
putandum est tantum numerum rationabilium creaturarum vel intellectualium, vel qaoquomodo 
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It is not my purpose here to enter into a debate upon textual matters. 
However, it is evident that although Rufinus does go on to mention that 
God created a number of beings suitable to being governed, ruled and 
surrounded by His Providence, this Greek text does contain material that 
Rufinus does not, and considering what is at stake here, it is necessary 
to investigate it further. In the first instance, the Greek citation may not 
be completely trustworthy. The phrase éav yap... éautty voeiv is not 
contained in the fragment of the florilegia, although its omission is perhaps 
indicated by the phrase Kai yet’ dAtya.’”° According to Koetschau, the 
Rufinian text runs as far as incompraehensibile erit. 

In any case, the evidence of both passages reveals that creation is not infi- 
nite: Origen is frequently accused of asserting that the infinite is unknow- 
able, even by God, and that his power is finite, since otherwise he cannot 
understand it.'* God cannot control an infinite number of beings.'** Under 
such a system, the quantity of matter would in a sense be pre-determined, 
since God can only control a certain defined quantity and there is in any 
case need only for a sufficient amount to enmatter all the souls which will 
be created. This would make God the Father akin to James Clerk-Maxwell’s 
calculating demon — read in this light, he would be a mathematician, rather 
than a divinity. If matter is created by God, there seems to be no reason 
why He cannot control it, no matter how great the quantity. Secondly, 
the fact that God cannot control an infinite quantity of matter ultimately 


appellandae sunt quas mentes superius diximus, fecisse deum, quantum sufficere posse prospexit. 
Certum est enim quod praedefinito aliquo apud se numero eas fecit: non enim, ut quidam vol- 
unt, finem putandum est non habere creaturas, quia ibi finis non esti, nec conpraehensio ulla vel 
circumscriptio esse potest. Quodsi fuerit, utique nec contineri vel dispensari a deo quae facta sunt 
poterunt. Naturaliter nempe quidquid infinitum fuerit, et inconpraehensibile erit. Porro autem 
sicut et scriptura dicit, numero et mensura universa condidit deus, et idcirco numerus quidem 
recte aptabitur rationabilibus creaturis vel mentibus, ut tantae sint, quantae a providentia dei et 
dispensari et regi et contineri possint. 


‘But now let us turn again to the order of the proposed discussion and let us look closely at 
the beginning of creation, to the extent to which the mind can gaze closely at this beginning of 
God’s creation. In this beginning, must one suppose that there was such a number of rational 
or intellectual creatures or whatever they are to be called, which we called minds above, created 
by God as He saw to be sufficient. It is certain that they were made in accordance with a fixed 
number, which he himself prescribed. For one must not suppose, as some have, that there was 
an unlimited number of creatures, since this could be neither understood nor delineated. For 
if it was (infinite), what has been made could be neither encompassed nor regulated by God. 
For whatever is infinite by nature is incomprehensible. Furthermore, Scripture also says that 
God has organised the universe in accordance with number and measure and for this reason; 
Number will be applied appropriately to both rational creatures or minds, in order that they 
might be so many, that they might be arranged and ruled and contained by the providence of 
God.’ 


2° Crouzel and Simonetti: 1978, 211 oy 


I11.5.2.48—58 2 Princ, 11.9.1 
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makes it the source of evil, even though it is envisaged as unintelligible and 
disorderly, and places blame for its creation upon God. 

The claim that Origen believed that divine knowledge was finite is partly 
based upon the Justinian passage quoted above which Koetschau inserted at 
Prine. 11.9.1 (= Koetschau Fr. 24), a reason advanced by Koetschau for dis- 
missing it. However, at the very point where this fragment was inserted by 
Koetschau, Origen comments that what is infinite is beyond comprehen- 
sion. Rufinus’ translation (quoted in note 119, along with the passage from 
Justinian) downplays the blasphemous overtones of the Greek version. The 
issue of God not comprehending what is infinite does not appear so prob- 
lematic, as Rufinus’ translation goes on to state: ‘it is necessary to believe 
that everything was created by God in such a quantity that He knew would 
be sufficient for ordering the world. Therefore it is necessary to imagine 
that all of this was created by God at the beginning, that is to say before 
everything.’’”> Origen argues that this is hinted at in the Biblical reference 
to the creation of heaven and sky. Fortunately, the Rufinian text manages 
to allay some of the worries that one might have after reading Justinian’s 
version, and this might reflect a deliberate alteration. Justinian’s account 
runs contrary to Origen’s statement at CCe/s. 111.77 that God is ‘infinite’. 
The world is finite since it was generated and it is directed towards an end, 
therefore divine knowledge is of what is finite, since only the Trinity is 
infinite and its knowledge is without limit.'** 

I agree also that the quantity of matter must be finite, but only because 
a finite quantity is needed, since it will all be used up in demiurgy, with 
nothing to spare. The argument that Origen posits in the Greek version 
seems to be one of the weakest which he could have fielded to make this 
particular point. It seems that Origen, in light of views expressed elsewhere, 
had been unduly influenced by the negative view of matter expressed within 
the Platonic tradition.” 

Not only are rational creatures created by God, but they also have 
a beginning [11.9.2.31-6]. Again this differs from conventional wisdom 
concerning the Demiurge, since having a temporal beginning rules out the 
possibility of continued temporal creation, although of course this could 
still be the case in the noetic realm. Origen adopts a much more Platonist 


3 Princ. 11.9.1.21-5:... quam utique tantam a deo creatam esse credendum est, quantam sibi sciret 


ad ornatum mundi posse sufficere. Haec ergo sunt, quae in initio, id est ante omnia, a deo creata 
esse aestimandum est. 

24 selPs, 144, PG 12.673 

"5 Plato, Tim. 49; Aristotle, Physics 11.6.206b.25ff:, Plutarch (regarding exhaustion of material 
resources) QC 718a, Numenius as quoted by Eusebius Praep. Ev. xv.17. 
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formulation in relation to God’s motivation for creating the world; his 
goodness.’*° All reasonable natures (rationabiles naturae) were made equal 
and the same, since he did not have in himself variety or diversity. The 
cause of the diversity amongst reasonable natures results from their own 
choice, which drags them down as a result of their own negligence. 

Aside from Origen’s typical stress on the damning effects of free will, 
which in his philosophy takes the place of the recalcitrance of matter as the 
root of all evil, of note here is the stress on God’s goodness as the reason for 
the creation of the world, just as is the case at Tim. 29e. Origen does not have 
the Platonic insistence on God’s desire to enact His goodness in material 
creation. Rather, the material realm is a second-best option, after created 
souls exercising their free will reject the superior kind of existence which 
He has provided. God then creates the world as a result of compassion 
due to the fall of the soul, rather like the case in the creation-account of 
the tenth-century Islamic philosopher, Muhammad ibn Zakariya al-Razi. 
(Al-Razi propounds the belief that the soul became so enamoured with 
matter, it sought unity with it in order to indulge in bodily pleasures. God 
then is compelled to come to the aid of the soul by creating the material 
world.)'*”? However, God’s creation is not limited in any way, by matter 
or by any other factor; it is exactly as he envisages through his divine 
foreknowledge. 

Here God creates everything in His likeness, which is why all entities 
are equal at the outset. Yet if some creatures fall further than others due to 
the choices made according to their character, then surely God could be 
held responsible for giving some a nature more susceptible to corruption 
than others. However, at 11.9.6.198-212, Origen attempts to rebut a possible 
charge of divine favouritism by adopting the Stoic view of the cosmos as 
a house for human and divine inhabitants, which not only contains gold 
and silver vases, but also those of wood or earth. God governs all of these 
creatures according to their merits. Therefore God cannot be blamed for 
any injustice in the lot that falls to individuals, while at the same time, 
the treatise constitutes an anti-Gnostic attack by showing how, in spite of 
a combination of positive and negative elements, God has still created a 
harmonious world. As Origen points out at 11.1.21.699-706, a vase of a 
humbler material can ultimately turn into one of gold; it is not created in 
this way by God, but merely becomes so as the result of its own choices. 


26 Princ. 11.9.6.183—98 
°7 Fakhry: 1968, 18. Cf Black: 2005, 323, n.5. Unfortunately, the myth is only known from the 
accounts of his opponents. 
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Contra Celsum 


Some further details on demiurgy can be gleaned from Contra Celsum, the 
latest work of Origen’s that we possess, which can be dated to c. 248 and 
which has been preserved in its entirety and in its original language. The 
treatise was composed, as it seems, at the request of Ambrosius, in response 
to Celsus’ True Logos, an attack on Christianity. It seems strange that 
Origen should have composed such a defence: Celsus was dead by this 
stage, as True Logos had been composed seventy to eighty years previously, 
but the fact that it was still in circulation may have worried Christians like 
Ambrosius. Origen uses the opportunity not only to defend Christianity 
from Celsus’ portrayal of it as a threat to Graeco-Roman values (including 
the belief that religion should be open to rational examination), but also 
to criticise the opinions of other (less sophisticated) Christians. 

Perhaps one of the most striking comments of Contra Celsum is the 
reference at 1.19.1-9 to the fact that the world is less than ten thousand 
years old, according to the account of Moses, which leaves one wonder- 
ing how Origen was capable of such great precision in determining the 
date of creation.’** At 1.23.16-24, Origen affirms the unity of the creator, 
on the grounds that the world enjoys good order (kat& thy evTtagiav 
toU Kéopou) and harmony, and this could not be the work of multiple 
Demiurges.’”? This helps to stress the unity of purpose of the persons in 
the Trinity. At 1.23.24-30, Origen further stresses the unity of God, this 
time drawing upon a Stoic argument; the totality of God is not reducible 
to the sum of his parts,° while His existence is proved by the existence of 
order in the created world. 

The Contra Celsum continues the De Principiis portrayal of Christ as 
effectively a second God, and the unnamed assistant of God in the creation 
of man, described at Genesis: 


éyKadotuev ov ‘lousaiois ToUTov pt) vouioaol Gedy, UTIO THV TPOgNTdAv 
TrOAAaKoU MEUAPTUPTLEVOV Gs HEYOANY SvTa SUVauIV Kal Feov KATA TOV 
To&v SAwv Geov Kal Tatépa. TouTo yap pauev év TH KaTa Matioéa Koo- 
yottolla TpooTdttovta Tov Tratépa eipnKévar TO- TevnOtyta odds’ Kal 
Tevnétyto otepémpa’ Kal T& Acid, 60a TrpocéTagkev 6 eds yevéobat, 
Kal ToUTe sipnKéval Td-Tloijowpev AvOpatrov KaT’ eikdva Kai dyoiwow 
fuetépav’. 


28 One is reminded of Archbishop James Ussher’s attempt in Annales veteris testamenti a prima mundi 
origine deducti (‘Annals of the Old Testament, deduced from the first origins of the world’, 1650), 
to calculate the date of creation, which he fixed at the night before Sunday 23 October 4004 Bc. 

29 CCels, 1.23.16-24 8° Cf. Sext. Emp., Adv. Math, 1x.4 (338-49). 
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We reproach therefore the Jews for not having regarded him as God, while 
the prophets stated that He was a great power and a god beneath God and 
Father of the universe. To Him, we say, in the account of creation told by 
Moses, the Father ordered, ‘let there be light’, ‘let there be a heaven’ and all 
the rest which God ordered at the creation. To Him, He said “Let us make 
Man in our image and likeness’. (11.9.29-36) 


The translation ‘a god beneath God’ is problematic, and is not accepted 
by all scholars as it creates a problem of subordination. Other possible 
interpretations are ‘gemass’ [Koetschau], ‘like’ [Chadwick], ‘par lorder de’ 
[Bouhéreau] and ‘secundo loco post [Thuillier]. I am grateful for Dillon’s 
suggestion of ‘in the train of” or ‘coordinated with’, since the Son is God’s 
unnamed assistant during creation: “To him, He said “let us make Man 
in our image and likeness”.’ In any case, it is clear that Origen views 
Christ, as a production of the Father, as in some way beneath Him, and 
no particular interpretation of this passage can avoid addressing that fact, 
just as in the De Principiis, Christ, as the Logos, is God’s instrument during 
creation.’ Origen explicitly affirms the superiority of the Father: ‘the Son 
is not more powerful than the Father, but He is inferior to Him’ (tov vidv 
ouK ioyupdtepov tot Tratpds GAN’ UtrodeéoTtepov). This is based on the 
statement that ‘the Father who sent me is greater than I’.* 

In general terms, there is little point in discussing at length all passages 
relating to demiurgy in Contra Celsum. To a great extent, they merely echo 
sentiments expressed much more fully in the Peri Archon. However, there 
are some exceptions. At CCels. 11.9.62—73, for example, Origen considers 
the question of the relation between the Logos and the incarnation of Jesus, 
pointing out that they form a single, united spirit; it is not the case that 
a part of the Logos is divided in order to become enmattered. Under no 
circumstances can the Son-Logos be ever conceived of as divided. 


BY 11.9.36-46:... Tpootaybévta Sé Tov Adyov TreTroInKévan TaVTA, doa 6 TaThp alte éveTeiAato. 


Kai tatta Aéyouev ovK avTol EmiPdAAovTEs GAAG Tais Tapa “lousaiols PEepoLEvais TPOgTTEIaIS 
Tiotevovtes: év ais Aéyetan Trepi Geod Kal Tv Snuloupynuatoov avtois AéEeo1 TA OUTUS ExOVTA: 
“Ori autos eltte Kal éyevOnoav, avTds éveteiAato Kal éxTicOnoav.’ Ei yap éveteihato 6 HEds, 
Kai éxtio8n Ta SNoupynyata, Tis av KATA TO ApEOKOV TH TPOPNTIKH TvevpaTi ein O TH 
TMAIKAUTHY TOU TATPds EvTOAT ExTIANPadoai Suvnbeis 7) 6, ivotTws dvoudow, EupuUXos Adyos 
Kal “dAnBe1a” Tuy yavoov; 

‘...and the Logos, having received the order, accomplished everything which the Father had 
commanded. We affirm it and we base it, not on conjectures, but on the faith of the prophets 
received by the Jews, where it is said in proper terms of God and of created things: “He spoke and 
things were, He ordered and things were created.” If, therefore, God gave the order and creatures 
were made, what could it be from the perspective of the prophetic spirit, that which was capable 
of carrying out the sublime commandment of the Father, if not that which is, if 1 may so term it, 
the living Logos and the Truth?’ 

32 CCels. vitt.15.22-6 
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Origen also returns to the question of apokatastasis, pointing out that 
this was posited by the Greeks. (He tries to present ekpyrosis as a Greek 
version of apokatastasis in order to respond to the criticisms of Cel- 
sus.): 


Kal Ti &toTrOv Ett TH KUCE! Tis Kakias ETSNUNOELW TOV atTroKaBapotvTa TOY 
KOopov Kal ExdoTte@ Kat &&iav yenodpEevov; OU yap Kata Tov Bedv éoT! pt} 
OTioal Thy THs Kakias Vout Kal &vaKalvdool Ta TPayLATA. "loaol Sé Kal 
“EAAnvEes KATAKAUONe 7) Tupi Thy yi KaTa TrEep1dSous Kabaipopevty, as 
Kal TA&toov trou ota Aéyer: ““Otav 8 of Geol thy yy Sac1 Kabaipovtes 
KATAKAUCWONV, of Lev ev TOIs Sper Kal Te EEf|s. AeKTEov OUV ST1 ap’ 2av YEV 
EKEIVOL TAUTA PAOKWOL, OEUVE EOT1 Kal AOyou GEla TA ATTA YEAAOHEVG, EXV 
8 fueis TaSe TIVa Urrd ‘EAANvoov EtraivoUpEeva Kai AUTO! KaTACKEUaCWUEY, 
OUKETI KAAG EoT1 TAUTA SOypaTa; 


And what is absurd in believing that the flood of vice is stayed by the one 
who will purify the world and will treat each one according to his merit? It 
is not worthy of God to not stop the diffusion of vice by a renewal of things. 
The Greeks themselves know that the earth is periodically purified by flood 
and by fire, as Plato says: “Whenever the gods, in order to purify the earth, 
submerged it under water, those in the mountains’ etc. Is it then necessary 
to say that, while the Greeks affirm it, it merits respect and consideration, 
but when we ourselves establish some of these doctrines, which the Greeks 
approve, they lose all their value? (1v.20.11-22) 


As Origen states at Iv.21.24-38, the example of Sodom and Gomor- 
rah reveals the partial destruction of the cosmos. However, here we are 
straying away from metaphysics, since Origen expresses ekpyrosis in escha- 
tological terms. This is because of the context in which the Contra Celsum 
was composed. Origen represents Christianity as prefigured within the 
Graeco-Roman intellectual tradition, rather than as a religion which is 
alien. Interestingly, partial destruction is caused by sin, while complete 
destruction (in the sense of the dissolution of the created world) occurs 
due to the final salvation of all rational creatures. For Origen, this destruc- 
tion is due to a continual law of retribution inherent in the nature of things, 
not a temporary loss of emotional control on the part of the Demiurge. 
This comes across when he attacks Celsus’ misreading of the prologue to 
the Flood, when God is said to repent of His creation.'® 

Origen also defends the account of creation at Genesis against Celsus 
at Iv.37. Celsus ridicules the description of man’s creation, where he is 
presented as modelled by the hands of God, and the notion that God 
breathed into Man. Origen counters by pointing out that Celsus does 


33 CCels. v.72 
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not understand the symbolic sense of the passage, since God should not 
be envisaged as possessing a form similar to our own. The description 
of God breathing into his creation is also symbolic; God passing on the 
incorruptible spirit to Man. For Origen, as for Plato, God is the creator 
only of what is immortal (including the soul), whereas what is mortal has 
been created by secondary, immortal creators.°* From what is said here, 
it appears that animals are the work of the angels. Origen elsewhere sees 
them as the result of a secondary creation. The mortal creatures that 
Origen is referring to here in any case seem to be corporeal bodies, rather 
than animals. Origen may be hinting at Rabbinic doctrine that the body 
of man was made by the angels. He is certainly drawing upon Platonic 
thought." However, it seems that he is getting carried away with the force 
of his own polemic, since at 1v.54.23-45 he again affirms his general view 
that there cannot be multiple Demiurges, but everything must have been 
created by a single one, who created the distinctions between the different 
varieties of created being. They are all composed from the same matter 
which continues to underlie (Gtrokeipévn, Iv.56.10) the created world. 

The Contra Celsum also expresses some remarks concerning divine Prov- 
idence. It is responsible for everything that is good, but not for anything 
evil [CCels. v11.68.31-7]. Origen presents it as a hypostasis of God the 
Father: it is ‘like a divine power which embraces everything which it con- 
tains’ (GAA ws SUvamis Geia Kal TrepleiAnguia Ta Trepiexdueva).°” Divine 
Providence regulates the entire universe by permeating it. It is responsible 
for the creation of individuals who turn to evil (rather than evil individuals) 
so that it can subsequently save them (v1.56.1-24). This may appear to be 
a thoroughly pointless exercise, but it is all part of the divine plan, since 
by doing this God is purifying souls, and possibly preventing them from 
making immoral choices in the future. 


Conclusion 


Origen stands at the juncture of the Platonic and Christian traditions, 
a fact which is reflected in his account of demiurgy. He presents a real 
alternative to the Middle Platonist tradition, although at the same time 


B4 CCels. 1v.52.11-12: ... 6 Beds ovSév OvnTov étroinoev: dAAa Beot pév pya boa d&bdvata, Bynte 
8 éxetvev, ... ‘God made nothing that is mortal, but all the immortal beings are the works of 
God, and the mortal beings are their works’. 

35 Princ. 11.6.7 136 E.g. Tim. 69c-d; Alcinous, Didask. 8, Atticus ap. Eus xv.6 

37 CCels. vi.71.12-13 
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he does not reject the best which that tradition has to offer.’ His Christ 
functions like a second god, and does not proceed directly from the Father, 
but from His power,” a sequence which incorporates even the Chaldean 
Oracles into Origenian thought.’4° He avoids debasing the Logos, and 
unlike Philo, who claims that it pervades the parts of the cosmos, where 
it would be beneath God’s dignity to go, he firmly locates it in the bosom 
of God. His Logos collaborates with the Father in a much more effective 
and dynamic way, for the purposes of demiurgy, than the Numenian First 
God collaborates with the Second, making both principles truly creators. 
However, understanding Origen’s thought is problematic, since it has been 
subjected to varying degrees of misrepresentation by his opponents. 

In spite of his opposition to the Gnostics, his motivation of creation 
leaves it as inherently evil for creatures, rather than merely pointless. As 
St Thomas observed, under this system corporeal creatures have no goal 
other than to atone for the consequences of sin; they were not created 
to participate in the bounty of the Lord.'*' Such an interpretation may 
be rather harsh on Origen and may unduly strain his meaning. (One 
could refute this claim by pointing out that God creates non-corporeal 
intelligences for no reason other than Himself and his own goodness.'** 
Creation has a point if the end will be such a perfection of love that rational 
intelligences will not turn to sin again). After all, God does place Man at 
the centre of the universe, since the current cosmos will be dissolved once 
all rational creatures will be saved; although logically it would indicate that 
the devil has the power to dissolve the created universe, since presumably 
he will be the last to be saved. Origen attempts to avoid the extreme 
consequences of his doctrine, as presented by St Thomas. This is evinced 
by his interpretation of St Paul’s words: “Creation has been subjected to 
vanity, not of its own desire, but by the wish of him who submitted it, in 
the hope that it will be saved.”*’ This line was one of the great Biblical 
bastions of the Valentinians. Yet creation has greater purpose for Origen 
than for Valentinus; it results from the gift of free will, not from a split 
within the godhead itself. 


38 As he says at CCels. vi1.45.6 (in relation to Celsus’ use of the image of the Sun and Line of the 
Republic): “We are careful not to raise objections to good teaching, even if the authors are outside 
the faith.’ 

89 “He (Christ) is the image of his goodness and a ray, not of God, but of his glory and of his eternal 
light and a breath, not of the Father but of his power, an unsullied emanation of his almighty 
glory, and an untarnished mirror of his activity (energeia). The mirror through which Peter and 
Paul and their like see God.’ (Comm. Jn. 13.251-3 1 Preuschen) 

Dunamis is the middle term in the Chaldean version of an intelligible triad. Edwards: 2002, 75 
1 St. Thomas, ST. 1a, QXLVH, art. I 

42 Princ. 11.9.6.183—98 43 Epist. Ad. Rom. vit1.20 
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In fact, one of the merits of Origen’s system is the means by which he 
posits multiple aspects of the Logos as the refraction of the indivisible Father. 
This allows him to maintain the unity of God and defend his monistic 
stance, since he does not view matter as a principle. Although God is 
not debased through contact with matter, the Father as First Principle is 
sufficiently removed from it, since He creates by means of the Son. At 
the same time, the Trinity as a whole is distinguished from the rest of 
creation, since it alone has no corporeal form and does not participate 
in the substrate. Origen’s system may have problematic consequences if 
pursued to its ultimate conclusions, but it does represent a serious attempt 
to grapple with the problems of demiurgy, and express Christian theology 
in terms which would be acceptable (and even appealing) to a highly- 
educated elite; that is an elite with a training in Greek philosophy. 


CHAPTER IO 


Plotinus and the demise of the Demiurge 


The disappearance of the Demiurge 


It would be inaccurate to claim that the concept of the Demiurge sim- 
ply disappeared and to a limited extent it has persisted into our own time, 
although mainly as a result of having captured the non-philosophical imag- 
ination. ‘Demiurge’ was a character in the 1988 novel Overburdened with 
Evil by the Soviet science fiction writers Arkady and Boris Strugatsky. (The 
title refers to matter). In 1996, Lucasart released a game in which the player 
is called the Demiurge and has to manage heaven and hell. Most famously 
of all, Christ-Michael, in Karlheinz Stockhausen’s opera Donnerstag aus 
Licht was a trainee Demiurge, who had to be incarnated in seven levels of 
being before he was entitled to create his own universe. (Stockhausen was 
influenced by Gnosticism, which he encountered via The Urantia Book).' 
However, its importance as a philosophical concept declined with the 
emergence of Neoplatonism, which propounded an alternative model for 
generating the physical cosmos, while still remaining loyal to the essential 
elements of Platonism in drawing a distinction between the suprasensible 
and phenomenal realms. 

Essentially one can claim that the Plotinian model is midway between 
Darwinianism and Deism, or as Dillon puts it in terms of an ancient per- 
spective, between that of an atomistic generation, such as that advanced 
by Democritus, and the model of the Demiurge that we find in Plato’s 
Timaeus.* The concept of the Demiurge effectively reached its postscript 
with the emergence of this new generational model propounded by Ploti- 
nus. However, Plotinus still shares sufficient similarities with Numenius to 
have been accused of having plagiarised his predecessor, a situation which 


* This text is supposed to have been received in a series of trances from 1934-5 by Wilfred C. Kellogg, a 
Chicago businessman (from the Kellogg’s Cornflakes family) and recorded by Dr William S. Sadler, 
a psychiatrist and Seventh Day Adventist minister. It was published by the Urantia Foundation in 
1955. 

> Dillon: 2005b, 263-6 
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prompted his disciple, Amelius, to compose a treatise, The Doctrinal Dif- 
ferences Between Plotinus and Numenius, in his defence. 

Although Plotinus advocates an alternative model for world-generation, 
he still attempted to answer the primary question of Greek metaphysics, 
which Plato had attempted to solve with the Demiurge; how can the mul- 
tiplicity of the generated realm be derived from the Monad? While the 
classic response of Middle Platonism had been to propose some sort of 
duality, Plotinus responded in terms of radical monism. Just as the Mid- 
dle Platonists reduced the principles from three to two, he reduced them 
further. Everything owed its existence to the One. While the Demiurge 
presumably needs to produce in order to be regarded as a Demiurge (and 
there is evidence to this effect in the Timaeus, where he has to ensure that 
every aspect of the intelligible realm is instantiated in its physical coun- 
terpart, or in Plutarch’s Quaestiones Convivales, where he must continually 
engage in geometry), the One does not require his productions. 

Plotinus describes this generative process in terms of the radiation of 
light in diminishing degrees. This has often been referred to inaccurately 
as emanation. In fact, this implies that the process is one way, whereas in 
reality it consists of two stages: ‘procession’ and ‘creative contemplation’. 
Plotinus is under no obligation to insulate his First Principle from what it 
produces since it remains in its transcendent state, even when producing; 
although he acknowledges that the generated is always inferior to the 
generator (cf. v.4.[7] 2.193 v 5 [32] 5.1-7; v1 9 [9] 3-45-95 vi 9 [9] 9.1-7).* 

The One differs from the Demiurge in that it does not order; it sponta- 
neously produces a power which then orders itself in contemplation of the 
One.’ This is illustrated in the case of Nous; the One generates what can 
best be described as intelligible matter, but in a formless state, although 
it shapes itself as a result of its epistrophé, this becomes Intellect, which 
in Plotinus’ system contains the world of the Forms. Evn. 1 9 [33] 2.1- 
18 highlights the unchangeability of this Intellect and connects it with the 
constancy of soul, which, for Plotinus, has an undescended part ‘always 
directed to the intelligible realities’ and links it to the constancy of the 
contemplative power.° (The intelligible matter which forms Intellect is 
different from the sensible matter which is ordered to form the world). 
Proclus would later comment that (sensible) matter was not brought into 
existence by the Demiurge, based on his interpretation of Plato Tim. 53d3— 
s and is perhaps ‘derived from another order of [causes], the one positioned 


3 Vita Plotini 17 4 Dillon: 2005b, 266 
> Plotinus, Enn. v 2 [11] 1.6, of v 2 [11] 1.118 6 Narbonne: 2011, 126-7 
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above the Demiurge, whom he compares to a mother and father’,’” adding 
that ‘according to Plato, matter proceeds both from the One and from 
the Unlimitedness which is prior also to the One Being’,® a view which 
Narbonne takes to be close to its Plotinian model.’ Although this idea of an 
indeterminate production ordering itself under the influence of a superior 
entity is alien to the Timaeus, where Necessity dominates the account of 
world-generation from below, it can be found in Plutarch’s account of Isis 
or indeed the Numenian Second God’s continual contemplation of the 
First. 

While the Demiurge’s production owes itself to his inherent goodness 
and ungrudging nature, this is not the case with the One: ‘And all things 
produce upon attaining perfection, and the One is always perfect and it 
everlastingly produces and it produces what is less than itself? (v 1 [10] 
6.37-9). The One produces in the following manner: (1) everlastingly, (2) 
from inexhaustible reality (v1 9 [9] 9.3-4), (3) without undergoing change 
(111 8 [30] 8. 46-8), (4) without deliberation or desire to generate (v 1 [10] 
6. 25-7, V 3 [49] 12.28-33, cf. v 5 [32] 12.43-9) and (5) without knowledge 
of products (v1 7 [38] 39.19-33). The One has generated all possibilities: ‘it 
is not possible now for anything to be generated. For since all things have 
been generated, there is nothing else which might come into being’ (v 5 
[32] 12.46-7). 

The subordinate hypostases are not produced from the substance of 
the First Principle, since it does not flow to them, rather from its power. 
Nous then produces its own matter which, turning back to contemplate 
it, is generated as soul. At the extremity of this procession, the soul of the 
universe (which for Plotinus represents p/ysis or nature) generates sensible 
matter.'° Because of its distance ontologically from the One, it is unable to 
contemplate nature and from its attempt to turn back the sensible realm is 
produced. 

The Plotinian model, in a sense, stands midway between the two 
extremes of demiurgy. It envisages no role for the element of planning 
prior to embarking on the world-production undertaken by the Demi- 
urge of Plato or of Philo, even though the portrayal of world-generation 
undertaken by the Intellectual-Principle in accordance with its vision of 
the Good might seem to resemble the production of the Demiurge in 
accordance with the Forms.'' Conversely, although the sensible world is 


7? Proclus, In Tim. 1 384, 19-385, 13. Runia and Share: 2007, 253-4. Cf the discussion of Narbonne: 
2011, 39ff- 

trans. Runia and Share: 2007 9 Narbonne: 2011, 40 

10 Gatti: 1996, 33 ™ Enn. v7 [38] 15 
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not planned, there is no sense in which it results from the mistake of a 
hypostasis, as with the Gnostic myth of Sophia. Rather, sensible matter is 
ethically neutral (although Plotinus acknowledges that the soul’s obsession 
with the material world can be the cause of evil). 

Plotinus makes explicit the ontological status of his generative principle, 
unlike Plato. It is true that the 7imaeus never mentions any god superior 
to the Demiurge, but equally it never identifies him with the Good of 
the Republic. Plotinus makes this identification explicit, referring to his 
supreme principle as either the Good or the One depending upon the 
context. Although Plotinus denied the existence of demiurgy above the 
level of Nous, here I consider the One from the perspective of a generative 
principle, as it is the father of the cause (v 1 [10] 8.5). While the Gnostics 
provide a detailed account of the Demiurge’s ancestry, and Plato never 
troubles to explain where he came from (a moot point, if he was only 
introduced for ‘the purposes of exposition’), Plotinus specifies the origin 
of the One: ‘(the Good) must not be classified as made, but as the maker 
and we must consider that his making is unconstrained’ (v1 8 [39] 20.4— 
6), or ‘the One is the cause of itself (v1 8 [39] 13.55, 14.41; 16.13—I5).”” 
Unlike the Demiurge, who even in Plato’s Timaeus was of rather limited 
resources, the One possesses infinite power to generate the suprasensible 
realm (v 4 [7] 1.23-6, v 5 [32] 10.18-23, v1 9 [9] 6.10-12, m 4 [12] 15.17— 
20, cf. V 5 [32] 11.1-2). However, Plotinus acknowledges that the analogies 
used in his account of world-generation are inaccurate: “To say that it is 
the cause is not to assert something accidental of it, but of us’ (v1 9 [9] 
3-49-50). 

The predominant trend of the negative association of matter was con- 
tinued by Plotinus, who regards matter as ‘evil itself? (1 8 [51] 8.37-44, 1 8 
[51] 13.21-5) and as responsible for evil in soul (1 8 [51] 14). Although he 
refers to it as ‘non-being’ (II 4 [12] 16.3, 1 5 [25] 4-5), this is not a denial 
of its existence, but an assertion of how lowly on the ontological scale it 
ranks (and it is therefore comparatively evil). While Numenius declared 
that matter was not derived from the supreme principle (Fr. 52 Des Places), 
Plotinus could not accept that since it would posit more than one First 
Principle and the relationship between the two would result from chance 
(1 4 [46] 2.9-20). Matter is evil, for Plotinus, not because it is recalcitrant, 
but because of its lack of Form (1 8 [s1] 10, 1 4 [12] 16.16—25, m1 6 [26] 
11.15—45), although this evil can be seen in terms of deficiency, rather than 
as a positive principle (cf 18 [51] 3.16, 11 4 [12] 16.10-24, 111 6 [26] 14.515). 


 Bussanich: 1996, 44 


294 Plotinus and the demise of the Demiurge 


For Plotinus, matter never really takes on Form; rather its relation to the 
Form it adopts is comparable to that between an object and its reflection 
(111 6 [26] 7.23-43, 9.16-19, 13.18-55). Plotinus does state that each soul 
is dependent upon an individual archetype (rv 3 [27] 5, v1 4 [22] 4.35- 
46), which is an easier transition for him to make than for Plato, since 
he regards the Forms as God’s thoughts, but he does note that it would 
be ridiculous to postulate a separate Form of fire for each individual fire 
(v1 5 [23] 8.39-46), though his position in this regard is ambivalent, since 
at v 7 [18], he entertains the possibility of Forms of individuals of some 
sort. 

Plotinus moves away from the dualism of the preceding period; since 
in his model of procession Form is adopted by the lower ranking entity in 
response to the One, it reflects poorly on matter that it should be unable 
to order itself, rather than on the One because he cannot order it. The 
Middle Platonist doctrine of the Forms as the thoughts of God has been 
rehabilitated by Plotinus. He identifies the noetic realm with the Living 
Animal of Timaeus 30cff- (v 9 [5] 9.3-8, vt 2 [43] 21.539, vi 6 [34] 7.14-19, 
vi 7 [38] 8.27-32). For Plotinus, Forms are living intelligences (v1 7 [38] 
9.20) which do not require to be thought in order to exist (v 9 [5] 7.11-18, 
vi 6 [34] 6 cf Parm. 132b-c). While Origen was at pains to maintain that 
the intelligible world had to be finite, since otherwise it would be unknown 
even to God (De. Princ. Frs. 24, 38), Plotinus similarly does not posit an 
infinite number of Forms, since he denies the existence of infinite number 
(v1 6 [34] 2.1) and although Intelligence has no external limitations, once 
it adopts Form, it imposes limitation upon itself (v1 6 [34] 18, v1 7 [38] 
17.14-26, 33.7—I2). 

Plotinus’ model breaks with the traditional one of demiurgy, since he 
no longer views the generative principle as partaking in Being, as had 
been the case with the Demiurge of the Timaeus. This had to some extent 
been anticipated by Numenius in his identification of Being with the 
First Principle, rather than with the Demiurge, or in the position of the 
Demiurge in the Gnostic and Hermetic traditions. However, in these 
systems the modification has the opposite effect; the creative principle is 
demoted. Plotinus, by moving away from the demiurgic model and linking 


3 The problem is that if there is no Form of an individual, it excludes the individual from the 
intelligible world and prevents him having knowledge of it. The Forms here, though partly intended 
to be Forms of individual souls, are embodied in an infinite series of particular physical individuals 
(v 7 [18] 1.13-18). To avoid positing an infinity of ideas, the same model can function for an infinity 
of individuals, each of which is reincarnated (according to the doctrine of metempsychosis) at a 


different period. 
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the supreme power with the demiurgic principle, raises the status of world- 
generation. Simultaneously, he elevates the ontological status of his First 
Principle by placing it beyond Being (111 8 [30] 10.26-35). The realm of the 
One is not a mere blueprint for the intelligible world, in the manner in 
which it serves as the paradigm for the phenomenal realm; rather it is its 
source. 

Such an exalted principle can still be responsible for generating every- 
thing else in Plotinus’ system, since the product is always less than the 
producer. For Plotinus, there is no need to posit an instrument which 
the One requires to order to produce (11 8 [30] 2.1-15; v 9 [5] 6.20— 
4). However, Plotinus does posit a succession of Hypostases, which are 
generated before sensible matter is reached. Additionally, the One never 
contemplates the lower entities, but concentrates its attention upon itself. 
Generation is a spontaneous process caused when the energy generated by 
this contemplation overflows (111 8 [30] 3-4). 

Plotinus is opposed to the notion of demiurgy, since regarding world- 
generation as having been preceded by deliberation would imply hesitation, 
which would lead one to locate doubt and ignorance in the godhead. For 
Plotinus, every aspect of the generative process occurs in the only possible 
way, because it is the best possible way (tv 4 [28] 12, v 7 [18] 1.21-5). Plotinus 
vocalises his opposition to demiurgy at Evm. 1v 3 [27] 10.13-19 and Iv 4 
[28] 11, where he points out that the activity of the divine hypostases is 
more akin to the spontaneous processes of nature than the deliberations of 
human craftsmen.” 

He does, however, make a concession to the Timaeus by acknowledging 
that the world is as good as if it had been planned with the best divine 
reasoning (111 2 [47] 14.1-6; v1 2 [43] 21.32-8; vi 7 [38] 1.28-32; v1 8 [39] 
17.1-12), although he argues, like the majority of Platonists, that fixing 
a temporal origin to the world should not be taken literally (mm 2 [47] 
1.20-6, IV 3 [27] 9.16-20, vi 7 [38] 3.1-9). This Plotinian generation is 
continual and it does not terminate with intelligence, but must continue 
to matter (Iv 8 [6] 6, v 2 [11] 2.1~5), just as the sensible cosmos must 
contain all possible living creatures (Tim. 30c—d, 39e). This leads Plotinus 
to postulate the Principle of Plenitude: as many beings as possible and every 
kind of being, even though not all beings are equally good (11 9 [33] 13.1-5, 
25-33; mt 3 [48] 3-4), but if they were, the universe itself would be less 
perfect, just as with a work of art, which for the beauty of the whole may 


4 One is reminded of the maxim later expressed by St. Thomas Aquinas as bonum diffusivum sui 
(‘The good diffuses itself’). 
S Wallis: 1972, 62 
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require elements that are less beautiful when considered in isolation (11 2 
[47] 11). 

Interestingly, although Plotinus criticises the demiurgic model, the force 
of it is such that he considers the generation of the cosmos in terms of 
the production of a work of art. While Christians or Platonists do not 
have much choice about whether they are created or not, all entities in 
the Plotinian system demonstrate some sort of creative volition; ordering 
themselves in response to their contemplation of the One to the best of 
their ability. This leads Plotinus to conclude that every being seeks to 
return to its cause (111 8 [30] 7.1s—18). Yet the metaphysical contemplation 
required to achieve this is not based upon looking upwards to the heavens, 
but contemplating oneself in order to revert to the cause (v1 9 [9] 2.33-45, 
cf: ibid. 7.29-33). This leads to the two phases of Neoplatonist generation: 
procession (prohodos) and reversion (epistrophé). 

Plotinus also adapts the Logos to his system. However, he is influenced 
more by the Stoic conception of the Logos as an entity regulating the 
soul’s governance of the phenomenal realm, than the Platonic or Orige- 
nian sense in which it is a separate Hypostasis that aids in creation. The 
Logos, for Plotinus, is a rational formative principle which proceeds from 
Intellect. 


Now Mind, having given to matter something of itself wrought all things 
calmly and quietly. And it was the /ogos (ordering principle) which flowed 
from Mind. For the /ogos flows out from Mind and it always flows out as long 
as Mind is always present in the things that are ... For the noetic is only 
logos and there could not be another one which is not /ogos. If something 
else were to come into being, it would be necessary that it is inferior to 
the noetic cosmos and less than Jogos and not a type of matter. For that is 
disorderly. So it is a mixture and the points at which it terminates are matter 
and /ogos and it starts from soul presiding over the mixture, which we must 
not suppose to suffer evil as it administers this universe easily by means of a 
sort of presence. (Enn. ut 2 [47] 2.15—42) 


The notion of continual flowing here is reminiscent of Philo’s comparison 
of the Logos with the cupbearer of Zeus. The Logos, despite the wide range of 
meanings which Plotinus bestows on the word, often refers to the relation 
of the Hypostasis to its source, products or both (m1 2 [47] 2.15-42). The 
term is also used to refer to the causal principles in the divine mind; the 
same sense in which Origen uses it (spermatikoi logoi, 11 2 [47] 2.1s-17; V 
9 [5] 6.20-4). 
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According to Anton, the decline in the importance of the Demiurge can 
to a certain extent be linked to the rise of theurgy in Platonic circles; the 
role of the artist-demiurge as the revealer of divine beauty is replaced by 
the theurgist.'° According to such a reading, Gnosticism would be responsi- 
ble for the decline of the Demiurge, since it was accompanied by an increase 


in the significance of theurgy. As Damascius states in his Commentary on 
the Phaedo: 


“OT1 of HEV TH PlAocOgiav TIPOTIN@olv, ws Tlop@upios Kai TAwtivos Kai 
GAAOL TOAAO! PIAdoogor: of SE THY iepaTiKTy, as ‘la&uBAIXOS Kal ZupLavos 
Kai TIpdoKAos Kal oi iepaTiKol TavTES. 

Some put philosophy first, such as Porphyry, Plotinus etc; others the priestly 
art, as Iamblichus, Syrianus, Proclus and all the priestly school. (Damascius, 
In Platonis Phaedonem i, sect. 172, trans. Dodds 1963, xxii) 


Olympiodorus identified two stages in the development of Neoplatonic 
theurgy. In the first phase they began to conceptualise the demiurgic prin- 
ciple differently, exploring it dialectically."” Furthermore, since the Gnostics 
disassociated God from the sensible world, knowledge of him could not 
be reached by contemplating the heavens, as it could for a Platonist. In the 
Neoplatonist concept of the world, the soul could only know the logoi of 
the World-Soul, but not any higher entity. 

The attraction of Anton’s theory lies in the charge that Gnosticism was 
responsible for the decline of the Demiurge. While he proposes that it 
is because of the increase of theurgy that Gnosticism promoted (as well 
as the decline in the social importance of the artist), that demiurgy as a 
concept fell from favour, by demoting the Demiurge’s ontological rank in 
the first place, Gnosticism was further responsible for the decline of the 
demiurgic concept. The social importance of the artist presumably played 
less of a role, since it was not particularly elevated when Plato chose to use 
his image. 


Proclus 


Numenius’ attempts to distinguish between a supreme principle and a 
demiurgic intelligence (Fr. 16 Des Places) is echoed by his Neoplaton- 
ist successors. Numenius (in his surviving work) leaves the Third God as 


16 Anton: 1992, 12 7 Anton: 1992, 14 
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something of a mystery; it appears to be a last vestige of the Platonic World- 
Soul, although since the Numenian Demiurge interacts with the phenome- 
nal realm in a more immediate fashion than his ancestors, the World-Soul’s 
role has disappeared." Proclus identifies it with the cosmos, although 
Numenius himself regarded it as ‘generated’ (troi}ua, Squioupyouuevov).”” 

It would be wrong, however, to imply that Plotinus or his successors 
simply did away with the Demiurge. He survives, though occupying a role 
within a derivational, rather than demiurgic, model of world-generation. 
Additionally, the Neoplatonic systems tend to be more specific in delin- 
eating his ontological rank, not only identifying him with vows, but in 
Proclus’ case, equating each subdivision of demiurgy with a precise form 
of intelligence. Indeed, much was made in the period of Tim. 39e: 


Tytep ovv vols évovoas iS€as TH 5 EoTw Cov, oial te Evetor Kai doa, 
Kabop&, ToIaUTas Kal TooaUTas Sievor|En Seiv Kai TOdeE oxEtv. 
According, then, as Mind perceives forms existing in the living being, he 


thought it necessary that this world should contain these, as many as exist 
there. 


According to Proclus, Jn. Tim. 1 p. 306 1ff-, Amelius read this as referring 
to a demiurgic triad: “he who is, he who possesses, and he who sees’ (6 
av, 6 txwv, dpdav, based on 6 éot1 Cov, éxoUoas and Kafop&). This 
idea of a demiurgic triad is incorporated by Proclus into his metaphysi- 
cal system (although it was previously used by Iamblichus — Jn. Tim. 1. 
p. 308. 18/7). Proclus outlines his views on demiurgy in his Commentary on 
the Timaeus. He adopts the distinction drawn between the suprasensible 
and phenomenal realms at 7im. 27d—28a ‘that which always is and which 
does not have becoming and that which is always becoming but never is’, 
positing an increasing level of multiplicity as ontological levels become 
more remote from the One. When Plato prefaces his remarks on causa- 
tion by Ut’ aitiou tivds (77m. 284-6), Proclus takes this to mean that the 
demiurgic cause is only one amongst several efficient causes (efficient is 
illustrated by the preposition s1rd).*° 

As the Demiurge is identified with Intellect, this places it third in the 
primary Neoplatonist triad of Being, Life and Intellect. This accords, inci- 
dentally, with the function of the Demiurge. As he is the conduit between 
the higher and sublunar realms, he requires proximity (ontologically) to 
the physical world. Demiurgic activity needs to be mediated if the Intellect 


8 On the basis of In. Tim. ut p. 10.3.28/7', where it seems to represent the lower ‘dianoetic’ aspect of 
the Demiurge. Cf Dillon: 2000, 341. 
9 Dillon: 2000, 341 2° Opsomer: 2000, 115 
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is to remain transcendent. Proclus saw in Plato’s comments at Tim. 29a6, 
that the Demiurge is the best of causes, an assertion that it is superior to 
the other forms of demiurgic causes. Opsomer has analysed in-depth the 
structure of the intellective hebdomad,”' which can be subdivided into two 
triads and an entity that functions as a membrane separating the hebdomad 
from the other realms and providing internal divisions within its own heb- 
domad. (This echoes the U1reZaoKass of the Chaldean Oracles). The second 
triad duplicates the activity of the first, but at a less exalted level, thereby 
insulating it from matter. As the first member of a Proclean triad is usually 
concerned with inner activity and the Demiurge’s activity by its very nature 
needs to be external, he cannot occupy this position. The second member 
of a triad is typically associated with Life, though in the Timaeus account, 
the Demiurge is not principally associated with this, since he resorts to the 
mixing-bowl to produce soul at 41d4—5, but is able to impart intellect to the 
universe (30b4) by himself, so he logically occupies the third (intellective) 
position as intellective intellect.** 

Proclus draws upon the Philebus’ statement that royal soul and royal 
intellect pre-exist in Zeus to posit two separate roles for the intellective 
triad as the fatherly cause of eternal beings, but as the demiurgic cause of 
mortal beings, with various distinctions drawn between the intermediary 
entities, which have combined titles. The ‘father and maker’, therefore, 
(in which the fatherly element dominates) ranks above the ‘maker and 
father’. 

Another distinction drawn by Proclus amongst the entities of his intel- 
lective hebdomad is amongst the four forms of demiurgic causes (7P 5.13; 
in. Tim. 1.310.18-24). It is the ‘one demiurge’ who produces universal beings 
in a universal way (Tédv SAav SAIKéds S|ULOUPyiKo} aiTiov), while the demi- 
urgic triad produces partial beings in a partial way (td&dv yepdv SAIKas), a 
Monad (Dionysos) produces universal beings in a partial way (tv dAcwv 
uepiKas), and the lower triad (the Titans) produces partial beings in a 
partial way (Tév pep av yEpiKeds) [in Tim. 1.310.15—18]. Opsomer concludes 
that the main distinction being drawn is not in terms of what is actually 
being created, but between a universal and partial mode of creation.” As 
has been observed, the triads dealing with universal and partial demiurgy 


21 


Opsomer: 2000, 117ff- 

Opsomer: 2000, 117. Dillon: 1969 discusses the four principal Neoplatonist theories concerning the 
ontological rank of the Demiurge (those of Amelius Gentilianus, Porphyry, Iamblichus and Proclus, 
arising from open-ended interpretations of Plotinus, En. 11 9 [13] 1, which itself was stimulated 
by Plato, Tim. 39e (and also Tim. 28c). 

*3 Opsomer: 2000, 119 
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exhibit the same internal structure. Unfortunately, the section of the 
Platonic Theology which would have dealt with encosmic demiurgy (if 
this was actually composed) has been lost. 

The hypercosmic demiurgic triad (that responsible for the production 
of parts in a universal way) finds Platonic authority in the Gorgias myth 
with the division of Cronos’ kingdom between Zeus, Poseidon and Hades 
(523a3-5). Zeus is more than just one of the three rulers, who divides 
the world, but in his role as the sovereign ruler, he is also the universal 
Demiurge. The second Zeus is a lower Demiurge, but still part of the 
chain originating with the first Zeus. The hypercosmic-demiurgic triad is 
responsible for existence, life and intellective reversion (the process whereby 
beings turn towards the ontological level which precedes them), activities 
which all exist causally in the universal Demiurge.** The problem Pro- 
clus faces in advocating such intermediary levels of demiurgy is not one 
of ‘contaminating’ his Demiurge through proximity to matter, but one 
of ‘declension’ (Ugeors), the decline of unity down through the ontolog- 
ical scale, which is why this hypercosmic triad is only responsible ‘for 
parts’. 

The first triad at the hypercosmic-encosmic level consists of the third 
Zeus, second Poseidon and Hephaistos, who are ‘drawn into multiplicity 
by the Young Gods’ (7P 6.15 p. 73. 17-19), and who separate the upper 
two levels of Proclus’ four levels of demiurgy from the lower ones. They 
form an intermediate realm between the hypercosmic and encosmic diakos- 
mot. Next follows the encosmic demiurgic gods, headed by Dionysus (a 
Monad), who ensures the unity of the cosmos at the ‘inner-worldly’ level. 
Dionysus represents the indivisible (held together by a totality) and divis- 
ible (a multitude of separable parts) nature of the universe. The encosmic 
Demiurges are Proclus’ equivalent of the Young Gods of the Timaeus. 
Dionysus is followed by a triad of Titans, who engage in partial demi- 
urgy. Dionysus himself, as noted above, produces universal beings in a 
partial way while the Titans produce partial beings in a partial way. The 
partial Demiurges also delegate some of their tasks to a plethora of lesser 
entities (such as heroes and daimones). The main distinction between 
universal and partial demiurgy is that the universal Demiurge can pro- 
duce while remaining motionless (‘he remained in his own accustomed 
nature’, 7im. 42e5—6), while the encosmic demiurges produce through their 
activity. 


*4 Opsomer: 2000, 120 
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The identification of the first god of the hypercosmic-encosmic triad 
with Dionysus has Orphic associations. It draws upon a tale in Orphic 
mythology, whereby the young Dionysus, placed upon his father’s throne, 
is torn to shreds by the Titans. The Titans are struck down by Zeus’ 
thunderbolt in revenge, and the human race is reborn from their ashes, 
while Dionysus is reborn to Semele. This was interpreted as symbolising 
Dionysus’ divisible and indivisible nature (and by extension, as outlined 
above, the divisible and indivisible nature of the universe). His rebirth 
symbolises the regeneration of the universe, while the birth of mankind 
from the ashes of the Titans represents the demiurgy of man. Proclus regards 
the Titans as identifiable with the celestial, aquatic and chthonic aspects 
of Dionysus, paralleling these three divisions observable elsewhere. It is 
beyond the scope of our analysis to comment in detail on these Proclean 
refinements, beyond observing that in his attempts at job demarcation, the 
lesser Demiurges have their activities confined to a particular division of the 
cosmos. Such a tripartite division of demiurgy raises questions concerning 
its interrelation with the fourfold division which Proclus suggests elsewhere. 
For all its complexity, the essential distinction being drawn is that made by 
Plato himself at Zim. 41a, between the Demiurge and the Young Gods. 

As Opsomer notes, Proclus’ scheme displays the tension inherent in 
two separate generative models; demiurgy and derivation.” Plotinus did 
not draw such sharp distinctions between the primary hypostases, though 
equating the Demiurge with intellect, but transferring his activities to soul. 
Porphyry finalises this process in his system, where matter is ordered by 
soul. The numerous intermediaries, then, inserted in Proclus’ demiurgic 
scheme are not solely insulation against the evil of matter, but preserve the 
image of continuous transition. 

Proclus explains at PT’ v 13 p. 42.14-22 why he ranks the demiurgic 
function so comparatively humbly on the ontological scale: 


Then where are we to place it? For all the partial entities arising subsequent 
to the intellective realm are more partial than the single and whole demi- 
urgy, for the division of the whole into three and the leaders of the partial 
fabrication manifest themselves at this level of cosmic order. However, the 
beings which are superior to the intellective realm are marked off by the 
proper characteristics of the gods, as has been demonstrated before, and 
generally, they have been conceived according to unity and they are superior 
to the distinctiveness of the Forms of the intellective realm. Therefore, it 
only remains that the single Demiurge of everything is stationed in the 
intellective realm. 


*5 Opsomer: 2000, 273 
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The ordering model of demiurgy and the creative Judaeo—Christian model 
start to coalesce to some extent. This is not solely due to the activities of 
Platonising members of the Judaeo—Christian tradition, such as Philo and 
Origen, but also due to the emergence of Christian Gnosticism. Originally 
in Jewish or Christian thought, there was no notion of God creating accord- 
ing to a pre-existent model; the concept which we find in Philo and Origen 
has been imported from Platonism. This model, the autozoon (Essential 
Living Being), becomes highly speculative as one descends through the 
Platonic tradition, with hierarchies of genera and species, leading Plotinus 
to describe it as a ‘globe or a thing all faces, radiant with living faces’ (Enn. 
v1 7 [38] 15.25-6). This concept of the paradigm, according to which the 
world is constructed as the contents of the divine mind, can be traced back 
to Xenocrates’ assertion that the supreme principle is an Intellect (which is 
necessarily engaged in thinking) and the Forms which Xenocrates equates 
with numbers (Fr. 34 Heinze) could be regarded, perhaps, as the contents 
of this Intellect.*° 

Though I have suggested above that Philo may be the first to have 
used the term ‘noetic cosmos’, I do not believe he was the first to develop 
this concept, as the identification of Forms with the /ogoi spermatikoi of 
Stoicism would easily have given rise to this theory. A comparable theory 
exists in Valentinianism with the view that the Acons are the ‘thoughts of 
the Father’. The difference here is that the Acons can be deficient in varying 
degrees, whereas this notion is never articulated in Middle Platonism. A 
related point is the rank accorded to the various Aeons, whereas the Forms 
are all on the same level (although subordinate to the Form of the Good). 
The imagery applied to the concept is similar in both cases — God is the 
‘place’ of the Aeons (cf Philo, Opif’ 20) and he is an undiminished spring 
(Trip. Treatise; Philo. Opif: 2, Leg. All. 11. 87, Cher. 86, Post. 136; Plotinus, 
Enn. ut 8 [30] 10.5; v1 7 [38] 12.24-5).77 

From the Gospel of the Egyptians, we learn that there are a mass of ‘thrones, 
powers and glories’ which have not been characterized (54). The version of 
the Pleroma expressed at Zostrianos 48 shares some correspondences with 
the Platonic noetic realm: 


26 Dillon: 1982, ror. It must be noted that based on the extant evidence, Xenocrates himself does not 
actually draw this conclusion. 
27 Dillon: 1982, 102 
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Corresponding to each of the Aeons, I saw a living earth and a living water 
and (air) made of light and fire that cannot burn ... all being simple and 
immutable with trees that do not perish in many ways and tares ... this 
way and all these and imperishable fruit and living men and every form and 
immortal souls and every shape and form of mind, and gods of truth and 
messengers who exist in great glory and indissoluble bodies and an unborn 
begetting and an immovable perception. (trans. J. N. Sieber) 


In the Poimandres 8, the kalos kosmos functions as a noetic archetype 
which God contemplates prior to producing the world. A major difference 
between the Pleroma and the noetic realm, however, is that the Pleroma 
is not meant to serve as a model upon which the world is based, since the 
world results from an error in the godhead.** However, even here there 
is evidence of the traditions coalescing. Man serves as the archetype of 
mankind. In the Second Treatise of the Great Seth (NHC 53-4), Adam is the 
image of ‘the Father of Truth, the Man of the Greatness’. In the Apocryphon 
of John (NHC tt, I, 2, 5-14), ‘the perfect man’, the Barbelo, is the archetype 
for Adam. In the Sethian system additional archetypes of all the pneumatics 
exist in the Pleroma. The Pleroma, then, reveals some traces of Platonic 
influence. 


28 Dillon: 1982, 106 


CHAPTER II 


Concluding remarks 


Based on the evidence of the Timaeus dialogue itself, it seems apparent that 
Plato intended the Demiurge myth simply for the purposes of exposition, 
although I acknowledge that such a position is disputed, even in modern 
scholarship. Once the Demiurge re-emerges in the first to third centuries, 
though, he is taken as a literal figure and the discussion concerns the 
precise nature of his activity, rather than whether he existed or not. Via 
Stoicism and its speculations regarding the Logos, the motif of the Demiurge 
became of importance for Philo of Alexandria, as well as those who can 
more unequivocally be described as Middle Platonists. The mythological 
account of an anthropomorphised, generative intelligence had an obvious 
utility for Christian intellectuals. Faced with attacks on their religion’s 
lack of philosophical sophistication, it provided a mechanism whereby the 
account of Genesis could be reconciled with Greek philosophy, with some 
of the foundations of this line of approach having already been laid by 
Philo. 

Gnostic (and Hermetic) usage of the demiurgic motif simply reveals 
the ultimate evolution of the concept that the Demiurge was a secondary 
god or divine mediator, who was in some way less good than the First 
Principle (a means of accounting for the imperfections of the generated 
realm and of accommodating dualistic beliefs). The trend of placing the 
demiurgic power lower on the ontological scheme as a means of insulating 
the First Principle from matter finally led to the point where both entities 
were placed in a state of antagonism. Neoplatonism did not really require 
a Demiurge in its alternative generational model, but it still found a minor 
position in its ontological scheme which could be occupied by demiurgic 
figures. 

It is clear that we are dealing with the same motif, rather than simply 
alternative accounts concerning the origin of the universe. These systems 
involve a generative entity using some sort of model (which may be the 
contents of his mind or something external) to produce the world and often 
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involves some sort of ordering activity in which the world is constructed 
on geometrical principles and frequently the Demiurge does not create the 
matter out of which he generates the cosmos. Usually the desire to produce 
is the result of the goodness of the Demiurge and the aim is to produce 
the best kind of world possible. While Gnosticism is an obvious exception, 
even there, in several accounts, the true God conspires to ensure that Man’s 
position is somehow better than that envisioned by the Demiurge. The 
accounts also frequently make use of artisanal imagery or language which 
described the secondary god as a craftsman or fabricator. 

The intense debate generated during more recent times between pro- 
ponents of Darwinianism and rational design can perhaps be paralleled 
in terms of the rival creational or demiurgic models of the first to third 
centuries AD. That there clearly is a difference between creation (whether 
or not One wants to insist on creatio ex nihilo) in a Judaeo—Christian sense 
and demiurgy is beyond question. In a similar manner, the biochemist 
Michael Behe has attempted to demonstrate that Darwinianism and ratio- 
nal design are not necessarily incompatible; the same may perhaps be said 
for creation and demiurgy.' Behe argues for intelligent design as the best 
possible means of explaining ‘irreducible complex systems’, systems such as 
the bacterial flagellum. According to Behe, such systems are only capable of 
functioning in their entirety and because of this he claims that Darwinism 
cannot adequately explain how they came about.* For him, this suggests 
a designer who knew in advance the outline of the completed system. 
Indeed we could see the conflict of Darwinianism versus rational design 
as represented in the ancient world by the difference of opinion between 
Democritus and Plato.’ 

Origen and Philo, to take the case of the ‘creationalists’, were prepared 
to incorporate elements of demiurgy. Most notable in this regard is the 
notion that God should create from a model, clearly not a Jewish or 
Christian concept. Conversely, Maximus of Tyre asserts that Zeus’ nod is 
enough for demiurgy to occur — a notion closer to Origen than to Plato. 
Additionally, the notion that God requires ‘tools’ to create is not to be 
found in the Biblical account (although there he seems to require time). 
Since these ‘tools’ are for the most part insulating hypostases, their origin 
can be traced back to the Young Gods of the Timaeus, but also to the 
winnowing-fan (1AdKavov) at Tim. 52e, which is used to separate out 
the different atoms, similar to Philo’s division of atoms on the part of the 


' Behe: 1996 
> Behe’s claims have been contested within the scientific community, e.g. by Ussery: 1998. 
3 Dillon: 2005b, 263 
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Logos-Cutter. This tAdKavov is perhaps a reaction to the sieve (kdoxivov) 
which Democritus uses as an analogy to explain world-generation. 

Creation and demiurgy, then, seem to differ more in the nature of 
the mechanism they posit (a necessity when one proposes an omnipotent 
creator and the other a less exalted entity), rather than in terms of their 
original causality. Both are propositions along deistic lines, differing from 
the mindless ‘evolution’ propounded by atomism or indeed the repeated 
generation of the cosmos found in Stoicism. Ina sense, the Plotinian model 
can be viewed as midway between atomism and the deism advanced in dif- 
ferent ways by creationalism and ‘demiurgism’ (if one can indeed posit such 
a term, since the existence of the Demiurge was not a doctrine that even 
many Platonists believed in) — for Neoplatonists the universe was produced 
according to rational principles, but this had occurred spontaneously, not 
thanks to the zealous concern of a Demiurge. 

The metaphysical systems exhibited by those traditions which posit 
a Demiurge appear to become increasingly elaborate and in the case of 
some of the Gnostic sects, almost tortuous. This can be viewed as part 
of an increasing tendency of various traditions to either insulate the First 
Principle from the phenomenal realm or as part of a growing anxiety to 
increase his transcendence, as well as part of a drive for ‘one-upmanship’, 
claiming to accept, for example, the entities ofa preceding intellectual figure 
and then going further back in tracing the cause of the universe. Plato may 
have had difficulty in finding the Father of the universe, but Numenius 
seems to have had no trouble in discovering its Grandfather! Additionally, 
Numenius’ tampering with the Platonic ‘trinity’ of the Demiurge, the 
Young Gods and the World-Soul, did not form a particularly satisfactory 
division, with the Third God a metaphysical hybrid formed from a lower 
demiurgic aspect, a World-Soul and a generated cosmos. 

A related problem emerges in Plutarch’s attempts to express his view of 
the Timaeus in terms of Egyptian mythology; the correspondences do not 
quite work consistently, given his combination of the Receptacle and mat- 
ter in the form of Isis. His double-Demiurge is indicative of the tendency 
to strive for a greater degree of sophistication (or unnecessary complex- 
ity) than that of Plato’s Timaeus. With the Valentinian desire to make 
their Platonic inheritance compatible with Christianity, the incentive for 
developing Plato’s triad into something outrageously complex is easy to 
observe. 

All cultures (presumably) speculate on the origin of the cosmos. There 
is nothing inherently ‘Greek’ in that, nor does one require Plato in order 
to observe rationality and order in the created world. If God in the Old 
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Testament can be regarded as a builder, then perhaps the thesis that the 
thinkers assembled here are part of the development of the demiurgic con- 
cept (rather than merely speculation on creation) requires some defence. 
Against this I would contend that they are all attempting to various extents 
to respond to the nature of demiurgy, as advocated in the Timaeus. On 
a superficial level, all these systems make use of the entities (or modified 
version of them) drawn from the demiurgic myth. More importantly, the 
nature of demiurgy is similar in broad outline — ordering of disorderly 
matter by an entity of limited powers in accordance with rationality, or ‘a 
beautiful model’. The nature of this limitation varies, from the negative 
influence of Necessity in the Timaeus, to the ignorant Gnostic Demiurge. 
Even in systems which envisage an omnipotent creator (such as the Judaeo— 
Christian one), the work of demiurgy is assigned to a lower-ranking entity 
or hypostasis, such as the Logos or Son-Logos, (even if the title is applied 
to God the Father). Although the entities of Gnosticism can be viewed as 
caricatured or distorted versions of their Platonic originals, their ancestry 
from the Timaeus (or the subsequent philosophical tradition) cannot be 
disputed. The Middle Platonist or Gnostic Demiurge might be an imper- 
fect creator, but to a lesser degree so is his counterpart in the Timaeus, who 
is limited by Necessity. The Logos of the Poimandres may not be found in 
the Timaeus, but it does occupy a mediating role between the elements, 
though it evidently lacks the sophistication of its counterpart in Philo. The 
Gnostic Pleroma adopts the language used to describe the Platonic realm 
of the Forms. 

This point can be made to a lesser degree regarding other interpretations 
of the Timaeus. It is clear that the Numenian account of the generation of 
the soul, enmattered as it is by the Second God, but with production super- 
vised at some level by the First God, is influenced by the co-production of 
the Demiurge and the Young Gods. The mixing-bowl used by the Demi- 
urge of the 7imaeus is, in some sense, the ancestor of the elaborate system 
of hypostases, which are often envisaged as tools, from the representation 
of the Logos as a saw in Philo, to the mechanical imagery used by Maximus. 
The trend could also find justification in the description of the Young 
Gods, which led to positing various associates who aid the Demiurge dur- 
ing the process of world-generation. Such a trend was no doubt reinforced 
as it coincides perfectly with the unnamed associates who aid God in the 
Biblical account. 

The pervasiveness of the demiurgic concept lies evidently in Plato’s 
philosophical importance and the esteem in which the Timaeus was held 
amongst the Platonic dialogues as a source for Plato’s metaphysics. In 
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developing such powerful philosophical imagery to recount ‘a likely story’ 
which ‘accounted for appearances’, Plato produced a myth which could 
easily be adapted by other thinkers for their own ends (who could still 
have a legitimate claim for producing the more accurate story that Timaeus 
mentions as possible at some stage in the future). Plato’s own ambivalence 
on certain points (especially the precise ontological status of the Demi- 
urge), raised interest amongst those keen on systematising his thought, 
but also meant that the imagery was flexible enough to be welcomed by 
other traditions and manipulated to suit their particular interpretations. 
Even Christianity, with its radically different heritage and fundamentally 
different vision of ‘creation’, was able to accommodate and indeed con- 
tribute to the debate on demiurgy (though this is largely indebted to 
the Jewish philosopher Philo’s attempt to rewrite Genesis in philosophical 
language). 

Of course, Platonism, Gnosticism, Hermetism and Christianity are sep- 
arate intellectual traditions, but this does not mean that they should be con- 
ceived of as hermetically-sealed units. They responded to each other (even 
if the direction of the influence is sometimes difficult to discern). Analysing 
all four traditions allows the complex nature of the demiurgic concept to 
be revealed, from its more strict metaphysical usage through to various 
mythological permutations. Between all four traditions, a clear develop- 
ment can be observed, primarily centering on the Demiurge’s declining 
ontological status and the functioning of lesser entities in various ancillary 
or insulating roles, such as daimones or the Archons of Gnosticism. 

Another question concerning demiurgy is whether it should be viewed 
as a continual, or a once-off event. While Plato was vague concerning this, 
Plutarch clearly views the Demiurge as continually ordering. Not enough 
of Numenius survives to make a definitive assessment, and the division of 
the Second and Third Gods may be a single occurrence. Still, one could 
argue that the Second God is continually instantiating the Intelligibles, 
as received from the First God. There is no doubt that Philo envisages 
the Logos as continually dividing (although much of the influence which 
this exterted on Christianity was mediated via the New Testament concept 
of the Logos). For Gnosticism and Hermetism, this can evidently not be 
the case. Since the world is generated in these systems by a cataclysmic 
event, namely the fragmentation of the godhead itself, it has to be a 
single occurrence. This does not mean that both traditions have merely 
appropriated the language of demiurgy to describe a different process. 
Rather, they have accommodated certain elements of the Demiurge into 
their overall structure. After all, if one wanted to push the matter, the orexis 
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(lust) of the Numenian Second God could be claimed as the ancestor of 
the sublunar Demiurge of Gnosticism. 

The double-edged problem facing those propounding the demiurgic 
model of world-generation is allowing the Demiurge to remain transcen- 
dent while still sufficiently immanent to order matter. This is evidently 
more acute for those who regard the Demiurge as the First Principle; the 
Gnostics have no such concern. The vetjpya (nod of Zeus necessary for 
world-generation to occur) proposed by Maximus of Tyre or the ‘other 
contacts and attachments’ which Plutarch is so vague about, helps to pre- 
serve this transcendence. However, it is not necessary to conceal aspects of 
the Demiurge’s causality merely to preserve his transcendence. Philo and 
Origen have more pressing demands to maintain divine transcendence and 
still develop a detailed model of how creation actually works, in spite of 
Origen’s claim that the will of God is sufficient. Indeed, they are addition- 
ally forced to posit the unity of the godhead, which can be compromised 
when positing numerous hypostases. As the Demiurge is by definition 
responsible for transmitting the Forms to the sensible world, he has to 
be placed quite close to it. This helps to explain his comparatively low 
ontological rank. 

Perhaps the success of the demiurgic concept, and its impact even in our 
own time on popular culture (although in an extremely limited way) lies 
in Timaeus’ assertion that what he was expounding was only ‘a likely story’ 
designed to account for appearances, and his admission that it would be 
superseded at some stage by a more accurate version, which would equally 
show that the world had been fashioned by a rational intelligence. Ulti- 
mately that is what occurred and ‘the likely story became one influenced 
by Judaism, Christianity or a more modern version of Platonism. That it 
lapsed from the forefront of even Platonist (or Neoplatonist) systems is 
largely because it had no response to the cogent argumentation of Plotinus 
that the world’s generation could not be the result of deliberation, but must 
be spontaneous. 
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